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ABSTRACT
THE EFFICACY OF CO-TAUGHT AND DUAL-CERTIFIED TAUGHT
ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS INSTRUCTIONAL MODELS
ON ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNER
ACHIEVEMENT
Stephanie L. Weeks

There is limited research regarding the influence co-teaching and dual-certified
instructional models have on English Language Learner (ELL) achievement in a high
school setting. National and state data demonstrate these students continue to lag behind
in meeting English Language Arts (ELA) learning standards with proficiency and in
meeting graduation requirements leading to a rise in ELL drop-out rates. Through a
convergent mixed methods case study, data was examined to identify the impacts these
instructional models have on ELL academic achievement and teacher perspectives
regarding each. Quantitative data and analysis were gathered via the June 2018 and June
2019 New York State English Regents exam scores for 11th grade ELL EmergingTransitioning leveled students in a large, diverse suburban school in New York State and
compared by the instructional model in which they participated. Results indicated no
statistically significant difference between instructional model and student achievement
as measured by the New York State English Regents exam. Qualitative data were
gathered via eight voluntary individual interviews from the participating students’
teachers. Qualitative data revealed that academic rigor was retained in all instructional
models; that relationship-building between the teachers and students was a significant
factor in having a positive influence on students’ perseverance, motivation to learn, and

self-efficacy; and that all teachers in the study value and participate regularly in
professional collaboration to build their professional capacity. Dual-certified teachers’
challenges included providing frequent individual feedback to students when class sizes
were greater than 15 and adjusting instructional pacing and scaffolding of the ELA
content.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction
Nationally, English Language Learners (ELLs) will comprise 40% of school-age
students in the American school system by the year 2030 (Jones, Sloss, & Wallace, 2014)
and are the fastest growing population of students enrolled in public schools across the
United States (Luster, 2012). Of the 400 non-English languages used by students in
American classrooms, the Spanish language dominates, with approximately 70% of
students who speak non-English languages speaking Spanish, making this the most
commonly spoken language next to English (Atchley, 2009; Moughamian, Rivera &
Francis, 2009). Recent trends show that between 2000 and 2020, the number of secondgeneration Latinos, defined as those who are U.S. citizens by birth with at least one
foreign-born parent, will have doubled in U.S. schools (Suro & Passel, 2003). Yet, during
the 2007-2008 academic year, only 11 states met their ELL accountability goals under the
No Child Left Behind Act (Zehr, 2011). As Luster (2012) explained, “if an ELL speaks
the [English] language with difficulty [meaning they do not meet proficiency standards
on state language assessments], 82 percent of these students nationwide will not graduate
from high school” (Luster, 2012).
The No Child Left Behind Act (2001) set forth federal regulations to account for
student progress, including ELLs and special education students, which were heavily tied
to annual English language arts and math assessments, leaving these sub-populations
further behind in their academic achievements from their general education peers.
President Barack Obama’s Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA, 2015) recognized the
increasing diversity in America’s schools and provided the necessary funding to support
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the specialized needs of minority students, ELLs, and special education students so that
schools could better provide the support systems necessary to help each student meet
with success. While testing accountability and the Common Core State Standards (CCSS)
still had negative impacts on ELL students’ overall performance, which will be more
deeply explored later, states continued working toward the refinement of identifying atrisk students at a younger age in order to implement programmatic interventions to fill
the gaps in students’ academic skills, knowledge, and progress.
In this vein, New York State implemented the Commissioner’s Regulation Part
154 (CR Part 154) which establishes the legal requirements for the education of ELLs in
New York State, thereby providing regulatory guidance for screening, identification,
placement, review, and exit criteria for ELLs. Part of the response to meeting the
regulation stipulations has been to provide highly qualified (i.e., ESL or Teaching
English to Speakers of Other Languages [TESOL] certified) teachers and instructional
hours to ELLs based on the appropriate requirements of their specific language levels
(i.e., Entering, Emerging, Transitioning, Expanding, or Commanding). In the secondary
content area, this is established by providing various models of instructional delivery
based on district needs, to include bilingual instruction; pull-out, push-in, or standalone
ESL instruction; or co-taught instruction or dual-certified content-area instruction. This
study has been developed as a result of the lack of research available to identify whether
a secondary content-area instructional delivery is more effective to ELL achievement via
a co-taught approach, with two fully certified ESL and secondary English teachers
working in tandem to support ELLs, or a dual-certified teacher working independently in
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delivering the secondary English content as well as implementing best practices for
ELLs’ language development.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to identify to what extent ELL student learning and
achievement are affected by a co-taught model or a dual-certified teaching model in
secondary English language arts. While much research has focused on co-teaching in
special education student populations, the research to support the impacts this model may
have on ELL student learning is limited. In addition, there is little evidence that co-taught
and dual-certified taught models have been studied in a manner that compares the
impacts either of these may have on similar populations of students and their learning.
There is a need to research which instructional models best support ELL student growth
and academic achievement so that district decision-making remains focused on delivering
the most effective instructional approach for ELL students. This study includes
quantifiable data through the results on the June 2018 and June 2019 NYS English
Regents exam. In addition, qualitative data regarding teacher perceptions about how the
co-teaching and dual-certified approaches to ELL instruction in a content-specific course
were gathered via one-on-one teacher interviews. These interviews revealed strengths and
weaknesses of each model, in addition to the role professional collaboration may provide
in meeting the challenges presented in teaching ELLs rigorous academic content, thereby
providing information on how to support teachers who are assigned to either model. This
study is significant in its scope and is intended to add data to the research, provide useful
information for policy development, and provide ELLs with the effective support system
they need to be academically successful.
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Theoretical Framework
Since the implementation of the Common Core State Standards Initiative in 2010,
there has been a shift toward greater academic rigor, increased emphasis on informational
texts, and greater cognitive and linguistic learning demands across all content areas. Each
of these shifts has increased the challenges all students face in the classroom, but this is
particularly true for ELLs who already struggle with reading in another language, “in
which one’s familiarity with vocabulary, syntax, and relevant background knowledge
may be less accessible, creating difficulty in ELLs’ reading comprehension” (Lesaux,
Koda, Siegel, & Shanahan, 2006). Measures can be taken, though, to support ELLs
through these challenges: “However, if teachers know how to support ELLs through
reading strategy instruction, first language (L1) support, and culturally responsive
instruction, ELLs are more successful at comprehension and learning from texts”
(Peercy, Martin-Beltran, Silverman, & Nunn, 2015). From this perspective, the process of
“learning” should be considered through multiple viewpoints: first, through the student’s
experience of developing cognitive and psychological skills and understandings as they
encounter new content and learning situations; second, through the teacher’s interactions
with the student to support this cognitive development; and finally, through an
understanding of teacher learning in the development of their own expertise about how
best to support their students. At the core of this study’s exploration lies the relationship
between the teacher and the student, and how the interactions between teacher and
student serve to foster cognitive learning and deeper understandings; therefore, theories
related to social cognitive learning, sociocultural learning, and theory-based language and
literacy education provide the underpinnings for this study. In addition, teacher expertise
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is explored, as this is a critical component in analyzing the qualitative data culled from
the study. These theories also provide a framework to discuss co-teaching relationships,
particularly in regard to how these may provide rationale for the improvement of English
as a New Language (ENL) and secondary content-area teachers’ instructional practices.
Further elaboration for each of these theories is developed and discussed in greater detail
in Chapter 2 with more specific connections to this research being provided for each.
Conceptual Framework
The instructional core, as defined by Hawkins (2003), philosopher of education, is
composed of the teacher and the student in the presence of content (i.e., the “I” being the
teacher, the “thou” being the student, and the “it” being the content).

Figure 1.1. Model of Instructional Core.
As the Hawkins framework was developed and elaborated on by Cohen and Ball (2003),
it is the relationship among the teacher, the student, and the content—not the qualities of
any one of them alone—that determines the nature of instructional practice, and each
corner of the instructional core has its own particular role and resources to bring to the
instructional process. As applied to student learning, “increases occur only as a
consequence of improvements in the level of content, teachers’ knowledge and skill, and
student engagement” (City, Elmore, Fiarman, & Teitel, 2014, p. 24). In other words,
5

It is the change in the knowledge and skill that teachers bring to the practice, the
type of content to which students gain access, and the role that students play in
their own learning that determine what students will know and be able to do. (City
et al., 2014, p. 24)
From the perspective of ELL teaching practices and student learning needs, this
conceptual framework is significant in that while apparently simple in concept, it is allencompassing of the complex nature of learning and instruction. For this framework to be
effectively put into practices, three categories of conditions must be met. First, access to
content tasks must be balanced both in cognitive appropriateness and academic rigor to
provide ELLs with equitable access to educational experiences. Second, teacher expertise
must navigate the complex instructional delivery of content-area knowledge and skills;
language acquisition supports; academic discourse; engaging content-area activities and
tasks; and pedagogical skill sets including modeling, scaffolding and feedback to best
serve ELLs in the learning experience; additionally, ELL students must actively
participate with a sense of self-efficacy, motivation to learn, and an ability to persevere in
challenging learning activities while learning a new language. Third, a shift in any one of
these three areas will create an impact on a student’s learning experience. In an extension
of this, Doyle (1983) defined the instructional task as central to the instructional core:
Simply stated, the instructional task is the actual work that students are asked to
do in the process of instruction—not what teachers think they are asking students
to do, or what the official curriculum says that students are asked to do, but what
they are actually asked to do.
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For example, if students are asked to memorize information in an advanced level contentarea class, the task is still a lower-level one in that it is still just memorization, despite the
more complex material being memorized. This has implications in regard to the
“watered-down” curriculum activities that many ELLs face in classrooms, which will be
elaborated on further in the review of the literature. With consideration of the theoretical
framework, the conceptual framework will focus on each part of the instructional core.
The focus on teachers will consist of teacher expertise, to include: the ability to provide
content area and language acquisition supports; demonstration of the utilization of
effective modeling, scaffolding, and culturally responsive teaching practices; and
engagement with students as a supportive mentor. For students, this includes
demonstration of self-efficacy, perseverance, and motivation to learn. And finally, for
content, this includes tasks, texts, and materials that are developmentally appropriate for
ELLs, are academically rigorous, and demonstrate that the task meets the
purpose/learning objective. Qualitative data collected through teacher interviews and
classroom observations will be organized in a manner to elicit deeper understanding of
each of these components of the instructional core.
Significance of the Study
While the TESOL extension certification provides the pathway to allow for a
dual-certified teacher to deliver both secondary content and ESL services as per CR Part
154 regulations, it becomes apparent that the question must be raised about whether we
are potentially short-changing students of the extensive expertise provided by the cotaught model wherein the ESL and content-area teachers work closely together to meet
the learning needs of their ELLs. Research supports that co-teaching is academically and
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socially effective for students who require inclusionary support through IDEA (Bronson
& Dentith, 2014; Conderman, 2011; Friend & Cook, 2004; Friend, 2014; Mastropieri,
Scruggs, Graetz, Norland, Gardizi, & McDuffie, 2005; Sileo & van Garderen, 2010);
however, little quantifiable research exists on the academic and social impacts that coteaching may have for ELLs. As school districts consider utilizing a more cost-effective
approach, such as dual-certified taught content, it is critical that decision-making is
guided by empirical data that speak to what is most effective for ELL student success,
particularly at the secondary level of education when students face multiple high-stakes
assessments and requirements for graduation.
In addition to these questions regarding the implementation of effective education
for ELLs, “there is a lack of connection between observational research and instructional
intervention comparing pedagogical differences among various program models serving
ELLs” (Lara-Alecio, Irby, & Tong, 2013). Although CR Part 154 and the rising number
of ELL students in our country’s public schools have certainly raised awareness of the
need to research the various program models utilized to serve ELLs, quantifiable data
which speak to program effectiveness is still limited. The need for research that explores
teacher efficacy, ELL student achievement, instructional ELL program implementation,
and teacher certification requirements exists at all grade levels in our public school
systems. This study will benefit state education policymakers, school district and building
level leaders, curriculum and instruction administrators and teachers as they strive to
make thoughtful programmatic decisions regarding their ELL student populations by
adding to the literature and data about ELL academic achievement.
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Connection to Social Justice
As Unterhalter (2006) has explained, “Within a globalized world, education is
now considered a fundamental and universal human right and a key indicator of
economic stability and social maturity of nation states as argued in the Millennium
Development Goals 2000.” Sen (1999) and Nussbaum (2011) have sought to theorize
social justice in ways that address human rights and local context through capability
theory. Sen and Nussbaum (as cited in Blackmore, 2013) argued that
“there is a human right to equal access to education but that it is also in the
individuals and communal best interests for the capabilities of each individual to
be developed to their fullest. Disadvantage exists, for example, when education
does not provide the capability to develop and enhance other capabilities for
example, capabilities of reasoning, problem solving, evaluating evidence, respect
for difference, sense of self and efficacy . . . . Education, therefore, should provide
the freedom to develop those capabilities that impart a range of options and
choices for individuals. For this reason, children need to be educated in a context
that provides more than one view of the world and that encourages active
participation to learn to be agentic and reflexive.” (p. 1007)
As we consider the educational system through the lens of an ELL, too many policies
have not provided these students with equitable access to education, nor an educational
experience that values the rich cultural diversity with which they enter our American
schools. Education policies, instructional practices, and accountability assessments have
placed primary emphasis on defining academic success through grades and test scores,
not on how we are developing students’ individual capabilities, particularly those of our
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ELL population, which has served to leave too many students failing pre- and postgraduation. The review of the literature will serve to explore and reveal the injustices
ELLs face in our educational system from multiple perspectives. First, a historical
context of the shifting political philosophies and the subsequent legal impacts that these
have had on multi-lingual learners from the late 19th century to today will be provided.
This section of the literature review will serve to highlight some of the discrepancies
between what we know from the research about ELL learning and some of our current
education policies, as well as provide a deeper understanding about equitable access to
education and what the impact is on ELLs’ exposure to rigorous course content, or the
lack thereof. In addition, research is included about how additive bilingualism versus
deficit perspectives are directly correlated with ELL academic and overall school success,
especially in the context of a whole school community approach. Indeed, social justice is
inherently entwined with the exploration of how the delivery of education, including
academic content and opportunity to learn (OTL), is provided to our country’s ELL
students, and with ELLs’ long-term success. This research is framed by the desire to
provide data about how to best serve these students’ learning needs in order to guide
future goal-setting and research.
Research Questions
Through a convergent mixed methods case study that includes qualitative and
quantitative data, this research speaks to the gap that exists in identifying whether the cotaught or dual-certified taught instructional model has more effective impacts on ELL
student learning and academic achievement. Prior research related to co-teaching tends to
focus on the needs of students with disabilities; however, given the comprehensive,
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content-area teacher expertise in teaching either ENL or English language arts, a careful
analysis of the potential impacts of these two instructional models on supporting student
learning seems prudent. Since the ELL population in schools continues to grow, it is
critical that districts utilize research-based approaches to providing the most effective
supports for this population. The following questions were utilized to guide the research:
1. To what extent does a co-taught instructional model impact English Language
Learner student learning in a high school English language arts content-area
class as compared to a dually-certified taught approach?
2. In what ways does teacher content-area expertise impact learning in an
English as a New Language/English language arts setting, given the nature of
the cultural and language needs of English Language Learner students and the
demands of the Common Core/Next Generation State Standards for English
language arts?
3. What are the perceptions of co-teachers and dual-certified teachers about each
of these models in regard to the efficacy of each on English Language Learner
learning?
This study used a convergent mixed methods design approach utilizing both
quantitative and qualitative data collection to explore the research questions from
multiple perspectives, and to ensure triangulation of the data.
Definition of Terms
Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS) refers to students’ development of
conversational fluency in the second language (Cummins, 2008).
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Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) refers to students’ ability to
understand and express, in both oral and written modes, concepts and ideas that are
related to academic language proficiency (Cummins, 2008).
Co-Teaching is traditionally defined as the collaboration between general and special
education teachers for all teaching responsibilities for all the students assigned to a
classroom (Gately & Gately, 2001). With regard to providing access and effective
instruction for students with disabilities, co-teaching occurs when special education and
general education teachers work together to plan, teach, and assess their students in a
meaningful way (Murawski & Spencer, 2011). A broader definition of co-teaching
includes an instructional model in which two or more adults co-plan, co-instruct, and coassess a group of students (Dieker & Murawski, 2003). In this model, teachers blend their
expertise, share materials, and develop common instructional goals (Friend & Cook,
2010). The model gained popularity when the 1997 IDEA Amendments and IDEA’s
subsequent reauthorization in 2004
mandated that students with disabilities receive the same content knowledge as
their peers, which was a challenging task at the secondary level where content
areas become increasingly specified and require greater depth of mastery; and
because special education teachers cannot be masters of all content areas,
researchers note, “collaboration with general education is essential.” (Hanover
Research, 2012, p. 3).
For purposes of this study, however, the co-teaching model refers to the instruction of
both a secondary English certified teacher and an English as a Second Language (ESL)
teacher in a shared 11th-grade English language arts (ELA) classroom setting.
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English as a New Language (ENL) was formerly known in New York State as English
as a Second language or ESL. ENL is a research-based program comprised of (a)
content-area instruction in English with home language supports and appropriate
scaffolds, and (b) an English language development component (New York City Division
of English Language Learners and Student Support, 2018–2019).
English Language Learner (ELL) for the purpose of this study is used to describe
individuals learning ENL. Students who are ELLs participate in language assistance
programs to help ensure that they attain English proficiency and meet the same academic
content and achievement standards that all students are expected to meet (New York
State Education Department [NYSED], 2017). The ESSA (2015) changed the terms
Limited English Proficient (LEP), ELL, and ESL and replaced them with the acronym EL
to refer to all of the former terminology. Some references in this document may use the
original reference as the author(s) cited; however, ELL and EL have the same meaning.
The U.S. Department of Education defines ELLs or ELs as follows:
A Limited English Proficient student, or English language learner (ELL) is
defined as an individual who was not born in the United States or whose native
language is a language other than English; or who comes from an environment
where a language other than English is dominant; or who is an American Indian
or Alaska Native and who comes from an environment where a language other
than English has had a significant impact on his or her level of English language
proficiency. States utilize the results of a screener/placement English language
proficiency assessment to identify a child as LEP/ELL and to place him/her in a
language instruction educational program. (Migration Policy Institute, 2020)
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New York State Commissioner’s Regulation Part 154 (CR Part 154) Education law
3204 contains standards for educational services provided to ELL students in New York
State and were adopted by the Board of Regents on November 17, 2014 (NYSED
Bilingual and ELL Education, 2014).
New York State English as a Second Language Achievement Test (NYSESLAT) is
given to all students who are identified as ELLs/MLLs by the NYSITELL. The purpose
of the NYSESLAT is to annually assess the English language proficiency level of
ELLs/MLLs enrolled in Grades K–12 in New York State schools. The test gives the state,
schools, parents, and teachers important information about the English language
development of ELLs/MLLs (NYSESLAT, 2019).
New York State English Regents Exam is an assessment that is administered to all
11th-grade students in New York State annually in June, at the culmination of their 11thgrade English coursework. Students who have attended school in New York State for 1
year are required to take this assessment which measures achievement in reading, writing,
and written response tasks (NYSED, 2019).
New York State Identification Test for English Language Learners (NYSITELL)
serves as the State’s formal English language proficiency assessment in the process for
initially identifying ELLs/Multilingual Learners (MLLs) in New York State. The
NYSITELL must be administered to eligible students within 10 school days of their
initial enrollment. All public and charter schools must follow the steps outlined in the
initial and reentry processes prescribed by Commissioner’s Regulations (CR) Part 1542.3 (d), which includes administering the Home Language Questionnaire (HLQ) and
conducting an individual interview with students who have indicated on the HLQ that a
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language other than English is spoken at home. Information gathered from the HLQ and
the individual interview should be assessed carefully to determine if the student is
required to take the NYSITELL. If the results of the NYSITELL indicate that the student
is at the Entering, Emerging, Transitioning, or Expanding level of English language
proficiency, the student must be placed in a Bilingual Education or ENL program in
accordance with the provisions of CR Part 154.2, and the parent/guardian must be
notified of such placement and their options in the language that they understand, as set
forth in sections CR Part 154-2.3 (a) 5 and CR Part 154-2.3 (f). Students who score at the
Commanding level should be placed in the general education program without a
Bilingual Education or ENL program unless the parent/guardian requests that his or her
child participate in a dual-language Bilingual Education program (NYSITELL, 2018).
Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) Certified refers to a
specialized certification area that requires additional training to teach students learning
ENL. For the purpose of this study, the terms dual-certified and TESOL certified are used
interchangeably to refer to a teacher who has earned the complete credentials as a
certified secondary English teacher, but who has also attained the TESOL extension
certification which requires 12 credits in this specialized area (NYSED, 2019).
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CHAPTER 2
Review of Related Research
Theoretical Framework
The field of education has a long history of theories which have guided our
understandings of how students learn and come to understand their environment,
experiences, and selves. Behaviorist theories around the beginning of the 20th century
provided the foundations for explaining human behavior via Ivan Pavlov’s classical
conditioning (1897), John B. Watson’s work on learned responses and reflexes (1924),
and B. F. Skinner’s neo-behaviorist theory of operationalism (1938). Their work and that
of other behaviorists collectively added to the knowledge about how individuals behave
in reaction to their environment through a scientific lens. And while these theories have
enjoyed a long and established history in education, behaviorism has been critiqued for
ignoring the “influence of social interaction and culture in the learning process” (Bryant,
Vincent, Shaqlaih, & Moss, 2013). Later, cognitivist theories emerged to include in the
analysis of human behavior a more interactive-centered approach where “learning takes
place through unobservable mental actions within the mind/brain, that are influenced by
the learner’s own thoughts and experiences” (Martinez, 2010). Rather than viewing
human behavior as simply response mechanisms to the environment, cognitive learning
theories establish that
humans not only mentally construct their own learning and build new schemata,
or structures that organize comprehension, as they experience new information
and process the stimuli that are received by the brain, but they use prior
knowledge, social/cultural experiences, and emotions as they subconsciously
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select which sensory information to accept or adapt, and which to ignore.
(Paciotti, 2013).
As Woolfolk (1998) explained, “The cognitive approach suggests that one of the most
important elements in the learning process is what the individual brings to the learning
situation” (p. 247).
Bandura’s Social Learning Theory
Albert Bandura’s social learning theory (1977), often referred to as the bridge
between behaviorist and cognitivist learning theories, posits that “Most human behavior
is learned observationally through modeling: from observing others, one forms an idea of
how new behaviors are performed and on later occasions this coded information serves as
a guide for action.” Social learning theory explains human behavior in terms of continual
reciprocal interactions among cognitive, behavioral, and environmental influences
(Bandura, 2006, p. 65). In addition to establishing the interactive nature of learning
between the self and others, another concept established by Bandura (1993) and which
carries relevance to this study is that of “self-efficacy,” which he defines as “people’s
beliefs about their capabilities to exercise control over their own level of functioning and
over events that affect their lives” (p. 118). According to Bandura (2006), self-efficacy is
important to social cognitive theory because not only does it affect action directly, but it
affects goal setting. Bandura (2006) noted that people choose “which challenges to
undertake, how much effort to invest in the pursuits and how long to persevere in the face
of difficulties” (p. 28). In this context, learning is constructed through social interactions,
and includes belief, motivation, and perseverance. This study explored the learning
environments in which ELLs find themselves in order to uncover if there is a significant
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difference in the learning experience in a co-taught or dual-certified taught model. As
will be explored later, ELL students’ motivation and self-efficacy often impact their
success or failure, and the relationship between teacher and student serves to support or
detract from their connectedness to classroom activities and learning. From another
perspective, though, if learning is a “dynamic activity co-constructed across individuals”
(Peercy et al., 2015) and “most behavior is learned observationally through modeling”
(Bandura, 1977), this would impact not only student learning but also teacher learning. In
a co-taught classroom, an ESL and a content-area teacher would have opportunity to
observe one another in their interactions with students, content, learning tasks,
assessments, etc., and by extension develop their own teaching practices in regard to how
best to support ELLs. The co-teaching relationship as it impacts student learning
experiences and teachers’ professional growth were explored through this study through
qualitative data collection.
Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory
Bandura’s social learning theory was developed from the prior work of Lev
Vygotsky (1896-1934), a Russian psychologist whose theory proposed that children learn
as they actively build new schemata, or mental structures that organize information,
similar to Jean Piaget’s stage theory of cognitive development. However, Vygotsky
(1978) emphasized the influence of social relationships and cultural factors in when and
how new schemata are built rather than subscribing to Piaget’s view of a developmental
progression through internal biological stages. Vygotsky’s theory, therefore, broadens the
concept of human development to include the interactions a child will experience socially
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and culturally as the driving force in when and how cognitive and psychological
development will occur. According to Kozulin, Gindis, Ageyev, and Miller (2003),
There are two central concepts which have emerged in redefining the agency of
learning: mediation and psychological tools. The concept of mediation
emphasizes the role played by human and symbolic intermediaries placed
between the individual learner and the material to be learned. Psychological tools
are those symbolic systems specific for a given culture that when internalized by
individual learners become their inner cognitive tools. (p. 3)
Vygotsky’s (1978) theory of socially mediated learning emphasizes the importance of
verbal feedback and modeling from more knowledgeable people, or experts, to assist
students, or novices, to complete tasks they could not complete alone. This assistance is
called scaffolding, and it is central to Vygotsky’s (1978) theory of socially mediated
learning and his concept of the zone of proximal development (ZPD). Citing Brunig,
Schraw, and Norby (2011) and Morrow (2012), Paciotti (2013) explained:
This theory holds that the optimal range for cognitive change lies just beyond the
level of difficulty in which the child can perform independently, but below the
level of difficulty in which it is impossible for the child to succeed independently.
Rather, the zone of proximal development lies within the level of difficulty of
problem solving that the novice can accomplish with the aid of other, more
knowledgeable experts. (p. 108)
While Vygotsky’s notion of the ZPD development can be considered in three different
contexts (developmental/psychological, applied, and metaphoric), for the purpose of this
study ZPD will be considered from the applied context which “explains the difference
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between the child’s individual and aided performances, both in situations of assessment
and in classroom learning” (Kozulin et al., 2003), wherein teacher modeling and
scaffolding are central components of the learning experience for the student.
“Vygotskian theory stipulates that the development of the child’s higher mental
processes depends on the presence of mediating agents in the child’s interaction with the
environment” (Kozulin et al., 2003); one of these is the human mediator, the other
symbolic. According to Schaffer (1996), “There are apparently a great number of
different forms of adult mediation, from the adult’s presence, which provides the child
with a secure learning environment, to encouragement, challenge, and feedback.” When
applied to analysis of ELL learning experiences, teacher knowledge of language
acquisition and the challenges students with diverse cultural backgrounds may face in the
educational setting become critical components for consideration. As Weinburgh and
Silva (2013) explained, “Learning is deemed as a process of negotiating meaning using
culturally based signs, symbols, and tools . . . one of the most important cultural tools is
language” (p. 294). Vygotsky (1962) argued that language is at first a tool for social
interaction, but that it becomes a private tool as the child internalizes linguistic forms.
Developmentally, then, a child would develop competence in social language and then be
mediated into the more complex linguistic academic demands. However, in order for
ELLs to meet with success in school, they must not only acquire the skill and competence
of language use in their native language, but they “must acquire the language of the
academic disciplines they encounter in this new setting . . . [where] academic vocabulary
and an understanding of how the various systems of the [English] language interact in
order to produce meaning” (Wienburgh & Silva, 2013, p. 294), in a manner that draws on
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their previous understandings of their native language. The complex nature of second
language acquisition and ELLs’ academic success, particularly in secondary content-area
learning, hinges on the expertise of the human mediator, the teacher, to recognize where
the student is developmentally in order to provide the most appropriate scaffolding,
modeling and academic challenge in the ZPD. According to Davis, Ovando, and Minami
(2013),
Among the skills important to ESL teachers are (a) a sound knowledge of theory
and methods of language acquisition; (b) an understanding of the relationships
among culture and environment; and (c) the ability to design instruction in such a
way that students are helped to become as proficient as possible in content areas
such as math, science and social studies at the same time that they are learning
English (p. 404)
There is a natural “tension” which exists between the ESL teacher, who must ensure that
students are provided with the most appropriate support and challenge which is suited to
their developmental ZPD, and the secondary content-area teacher, who must consider
academic pacing due to the rigorous demands which have been established by the CCSS
and assessment accountability. And while the TESOL certification may provide a
theoretical foundation for language acquisition and a deeper understanding of the cultural
diversity among their ELLs, it is necessary to explore whether this extension certification
truly provides teachers with the complex expertise of supporting language acquisition via
the lens of Vygotsky’s theory.
Inherent in the discussion, then, is the definition of “teacher expertise” from both
a content-area perspective and an ENL perspective. Shulman (1986) defined teacher
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knowledge as comprising both academic content knowledge and pedagogical content
knowledge. Through the perspective of teaching mathematics and language-responsive
teaching, Bunch (2013) refined content knowledge to include content-area knowledge
and language, and pedagogical content knowledge to the role of language for teaching
and learning of a content area. There is a delineation, therefore, between the language of
the content area being taught (i.e., content-specific vocabulary) and the language of
academic discourse within the content area (i.e., explaining, arguing). Drawing on Adler
(1995) and Moschkovich (2013), Prediger (2019) explained: “Language learners can
develop procedural knowledge without rich discourse practices, but little conceptual
knowledge is developed unless they succeed in participating in the discourse practice of
explaining meanings.” Secondary content-area teachers are well trained in the
instructional delivery of the knowledge, skills, and practices associated with their
academic content; however, the support of ELL learning in a secondary classroom
requires specific teacher skill sets in order for ELLs to fully engage with the academic
discourse necessary to fully develop conceptual understandings and to associate meaning
to unfamiliar content. Specifically, Prediger identified five jobs that are necessary in a
language-responsive classroom:
•

Noticing language resources and further learning needs in students’ utterances
and written products (e.g., with pedagogical tools for formative assessment)

•

Demanding language in cognitively and discursively rich learning situations
(e.g., by the pedagogical tools of writing tasks asking for explaining or of
activity structures initiating student talk)
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•

Supporting language so that students can fulfill demands slightly above their
current proficiency level (e.g., by the pedagogical tools of word banks or
micro-scaffolding moves)

•

Developing language of students from a longer-term perspective (e.g., by
connecting everyday language to school academic language and technical
language and constantly working toward further development)

•

Identifying mathematically [i.e., content-area specific] relevant language
demands so that the noticing and supporting can focus on crucial rather than
peripheral demands

These further assist in demonstrating the difference between teaching academic content
and teaching the language skills necessary for students to access and engage with
academic content, concepts, discourse, and communication of their understandings.
When taken in tandem with Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory, it is evident that teacher
expertise would require a deep grasp of assessing students where they are
developmentally, and then knowing when and how to best utilize modeling, scaffolding,
and linguistic supports as ELLs encounter academic content. In addition, socialemotional supports are necessary to improve and build upon students’ self-efficacy in a
caring, supportive environment where they believe that they are capable of being
successful. Whether ELL students are in a co-taught situation or dual-certified model, the
focus of this study is to explore to what extent teachers are able to provide these various
supports their students may need to access and engage with classroom learning and
activities. The application of Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory provided the framework for
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this research and study via the exploration of the co-teaching or dual-certified teaching
model as the most effective means to support ELLs’ linguistic and academic progress.
Historical Context
Historically, bilingual and ELL education in the United States has reflected the
changing landscape of the immigration philosophies of the United States. In the early
19th century, communities in the United States began bringing children together for the
purpose of educating them (Tyak & Cuban, 1995, as cited in Bybee et al., 2014). This
often occurred in languages other than English and in more than one language, for
example German and Dutch in Pennsylvania, French in Louisiana, and Spanish and
German in Texas (Blanton, 2005; Crawford, 1992; Kloss, 1998 as cited in Bybee et al.,
2014). This linguistic acceptance of multiple languages for communication and education
indicates a broader language ideology of linguistic pluralism of this time period (deJong,
2013; Pavlenko, 2002). The ideology of English as the one and only language of
American identity emerged around the beginning of the twentieth century as a reaction to
the massive influx of immigrants from Eastern Europe (Pavlenko, 2002), and occurred
alongside new and restrictive immigration policies of the period (Bybee et al., 2014). The
purpose of schools shifted to that of “Americanizing” citizens into a “common” culture;
hence, the movement toward English-immersion policies was evident from the 1920s
through the 1960s (Bybee et al., 2014). These English-immersion policies, however, left
many students segregated from making any educational progress, and the courts fielded
numerous lawsuits aimed at these as discriminatory practices. It was not until 1968 when
President Lyndon B. Johnson advocated for and successfully passed the Bilingual
Education Act (BEA), Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which
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indicated a major shift in the tolerance toward bilingual education (Blanton, 2005). His
personal experience as a young teacher in the “Mexican School” in Cotulla, Texas
(Blanton, 2005), had given him insight into the benefits of including instruction in
students’ native language. Furthermore, the landmark case of Lau v. Nichols is cited as a
cornerstone case in our country wherein educators were required to provide “remedial
efforts to give special attention to linguistically deprived children” (Lau v. Nichols, 1974,
p. 5). This legal victory forced schools to reflect on and address their emerging bilingual
population in unprecedented ways (Gandara, Moran, & Garcia, 2004; Ovando, 2003). An
additional bolster to the education of ELLs was the Equal Educational Opportunities Act
of 1974, which prohibits discrimination against faculty, staff, and students, including
racial segregation of students, and requires school districts to take action to overcome
barriers to students’ equal participation.
However, these legal and political “wins” for the bilingual movement were not
left without their challenges and subsequent “blows” in the court system. For instance, in
the 1978 case Castaneda v. Pickard, a suit filed against the Raymondville, Texas,
Independent School District (RISD), Mexican American children and their parents
claimed that the district was discriminating against them because of their ethnicity. They
argued that classrooms were segregated using a grouping system based on racially and
ethnically discriminatory criteria. School districts were required to establish bilingual
education according to the Lau v. Nichols ruling, yet there was no way to evaluate the
adequacy of the school’s approach. Consequently, sometimes it resulted in inadequate
separation of native English-speaking students and English learners. The judge ruled in
favor of the defendant, stating that the district had not violated any of the plaintiffs’
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constitutional or statutory rights. The ruling was appealed and in 1981, the Fifth Circuit
Court of Appeals ruled in favor of the plaintiffs. In addition, the Castañeda v. Pickard
case established three criteria for a program that serves LEP students. These measures
determine whether a school district is adequately serving its LEP students and if the
program addresses the needs of these students. The principles are as follows:
•

It must be based on “a sound educational theory.”

•

It must be “implemented effectively,” with adequate resources and personnel.

•

After a trial period, it must be evaluated as effective in overcoming language
handicaps.

Although the Castaneda v. Pickard case was ultimately overturned in 1981 in favor of
the plaintiffs, there were also political and philosophical movements in the early 1980s to
establish English as a national language for the United States due to unsubstantiated fears
that the country would become “divided along language lines” (Crawford, 2004, p. 133).
And while legislation for this never came to a vote in Congress, Crawford (2004) noted
that 23 states did adopt some form of “Official English” legislation (Bybee et al., 2014).
Furthermore, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), passed in 2002, had a
significant impact on bilingual education and the BEA in the United States due to its
emphasis on high-stakes testing. As a result of NCLB and its emphasis on testing, the
BEA was renamed the English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and
Academic Achievement Act. The name change alone of BEA under NCLB is significant
in that it signaled a shift in the philosophical approach to bilingual education. Essentially,
even though the act still leaves with state and local educators the ability to choose from
various and appropriate instructional methods, “the statement of purpose and
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accountability requirements make clear that the primary objective is English acquisition”
(K12 Academics, 2020). Under NCLB, school success and failure are linked to
performance on standardized tests. However, this measure subjects ELLs “to critical
assessments without adequate preparation” (K12 Academics, 2020). The lack of
preparation is due to the fact that NCLB caps funding for bilingual education programs at
half of what it had been and does not require that any bilingual education programs
undergo periodic evaluation, a measure required by the Castanada v. Pickarddecision.
And yet, despite this lack of preparation, ELLs’ performance on standardized tests can
jeopardize a school’s access to funding. In essence, “This turns the question of whether or
not a school receives a failing label into a question of how many ELLs attend” (K12
Academics, 2020). Because the impact of NCLB on ELLs has significant implications on
ELLs and their communities’ access to education, NCLB is in conflict with Title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 in that it denies “access to a federally funded program based
on their skin color or race” (K12 Academics, 2020). The changes in the BEA under
NCLB created a grant program that attempted to enhance English language acquisition.
The ruling placed ELL students in a similar classroom environment as their peers for
whom English is not a second language. The law did not require schools to provide
bilingual programs and placed them against the rigorous content standards put in place by
State Education Agencies (The Elementary and Secondary Education Act [The No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001]).
However, recent and significant policy changes have dramatically shifted the
education system’s approach to educating our ELLs, primarily with the passing of
President Obama’s ESSA (2015). For the first time in our country’s history, minority
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students—Black, Hispanic, Asian American, and Native American students—now make
up the majority of our public school student population (Hussar & Bailey, 2014; Sargrad,
2016). A formalized recognition of the national education system’s accountability to
greater diversity in our schools and its responsibility to educate global citizens who are
ready to tackle the demands of the 21st century, the ESSA sets forth a philosophical shift
wherein the funding necessary to make positive impacts on student success supports the
required accountability responsibilities. This call to accountability is both appropriate and
critical when considering the growth of this student population in our country and their
current success rates.
Nationally, ELLs will comprise 40% of school-age students in the American
school system by the year 2030 (Jones, Sloss, & Wallace, 2014) and are the fastest
growing population of students enrolled in public schools across the United States
(Luster, 2012). Of the 400 non-English languages used by students in American
classrooms, the Spanish language dominates with approximately 70% of students who
speak non-English languages speaking Spanish, making this the most commonly spoken
language next to English (Atchley, 2009; Moughamian et al., 2009). Recent trends show
that between 2000 and 2020, the number of second-generation Latinos, defined as those
who are U.S. citizens by birth with at least one foreign-born parent, will have doubled in
U.S. schools (Suro & Passel, 2003). Yet, during the 2007-2008 academic year only 11
states met their ELL accountability goals under the No Child Left Behind Act (Zehr,
2011). Luster (2012) pointed out that “In addition, if an ELL speaks the [English]
language with difficulty, [meaning they do not meet proficiency standards on state
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language assessments], 82 percent of these students nationwide will not graduate from
high school.”
Many of these trends are reflected in New York State, as well. According to a
2015-2016 New York State Education Department report, there are a total of 2,741,196
students in New York State schools. Of these, there are 241,068 ELLs, who make up
8.8% of the student population, and many of whom are clustered in large populations
among The Conference of Big 5 School Districts (Buffalo, Syracuse, New York City,
Rochester, Yonkers, and Utica) and one large suburban school district located in
Brentwood, Long Island. In addition, the New York State Education Department reports
that the top ELL home languages are Spanish (64.3%), Chinese (10.6%), Arabic (4.3%),
Bengali (3.1%), Russian (1.7%), Urdu (1.7%), Haitian Creole (1.6%), French (1.2%),
Karen (0.9%), Nepali (0.8%), and Other (9.8%) (New York State Education Department,
Bilingual and ELL Education, 2016). Clearly, on a national and state level, ELLs have a
substantial presence in our schools and are driving greater state education responses to
meeting their educational needs, as a result.
As an example, New York State’s historical education policies generally followed
the national trends in its approaches to bilingual and ELL education; however, in the fall
of 2014, the New York State Board of Regents adopted the New York State Education
Department’s proposed amendments to Part 154 of the Regulations of the Commissioner
of Education. The Commissioner’s Regulation Part 154 (CR Part 154) establishes the
legal requirements for the education of ELLs in New York State, thereby providing
regulatory guidance for screening, identification, placement, review, and exit criteria for
ELLs. As part of these regulations, all new entrants to NYS schools whose home
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languages are reported as those other than English are screened with the NYSITELL.
Based upon the score on this language assessment, students are identified as recipients of
either Bilingual or ENL services. In addition, ENL students are categorized into one of
five levels: Entering/Beginning, Emerging/Low Intermediate, Transitioning/Intermediate,
Expanding/Advanced, or Commanding/Proficient. These are used to identify the number
of hours of services each student will receive. Students who demonstrate a Commanding
level NYSITELL assessment score are not considered ENL students, as they have met the
linguistic demands necessary to demonstrate English language proficiency in a variety of
academic contexts within their grade level, and would therefore be placed in a general
education program. NYSITELL results also help to inform teachers of the instructional
objectives by determining a student’s relative strengths in each modality (Listening,
Reading, Writing, and Speaking). Prior to these regulations, however, there were only
three levels in which students were identified: Beginning, Intermediate, and Advanced. In
addition, the new regulations are more stringent in that students may not exit ELL status,
or be denied services, until they have demonstrated proficiency (Commanding level) on
the NYSESLAT exam, which is given annually to all ELLs. (They may also exit ELL
status if they meet the Expanding/Advanced level on the NYSESLAT and earn a 3 on the
Grade 3-8 ELA assessment, or at the high school level an Expanding/Advanced level on
the NYSESLAT and a 65 and higher on the English Regents exam within the same year.)
With the addition of two levels to ELL status came clear regulation and
definitions of the types of instructional support ELLs would be required to receive based
upon these levels, including Standalone ENL instruction to support English language
development (and taught by an ENL teacher), and Integrated ENL instruction to support
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English language skills acquisition through content-area instruction (i.e., social studies
coursework taught by either a dual-certified ENL teacher or co-taught by a content-area
teacher and an ENL teacher). It is important to note that when these regulations came
down from the state level, school districts with high populations of ELLs faced a
disconcerting period as they were placed in a position of reevaluating how they had been
previously serving the ELLs in their schools and how they would now be required to
serve these students, generally without the state offering any substantial funding
resources to put these in place. The response by school districts with larger ELL
populations was to reorganize student scheduling into appropriate settings, co-taught and
dually-certified taught instructional models, as determined by their ELL status and New
York State’s CR Part 154 requirements. Generally speaking, it is more cost effective to
utilize a dual-certified model as opposed to a co-taught model; however, the NYS
Department of Education-approved TESOL certification extension that has been most
popular only requires an additional 12 credits of teacher preparation. In contrast, ESL
teachers with full credentials are required to complete the full requirements of the
content-area teaching certification they are seeking, which in New York State includes 36
credits of content-specific coursework; hence, far fewer ESL teachers are pursuing
content-area certification, currently. This becomes noteworthy when considering the level
of expertise for both ENL and content-area instruction that is being delivered to ELLs.
The question becomes, are ELL students receiving the highest possible level of expertise
for all their language development and content-area learning needs with a dual-certified
teacher as they would be in a co-taught model? Also, while districts may be making
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decisions based upon budgetary constraints, is there evidence that one or the other of
these models is more beneficial to our ELL students and their learning?
With the ever-growing population of students speaking primary languages other
than English, the need to incorporate research-based, successful ENL teaching practices
is essential to ensure access to a quality education for all students; indeed, under the
Castaneda Principles, identifying and delivering these instructional practices is also a
mandated aspect of a school system’s educational responsibilities and obligations.
However, meeting the various needs of students who are newcomers to an unfamiliar
American school system is a complex issue.
Olsen (2006) noted that the structure of American schools can be a problem for
some ELLs, particularly for students who enter the system in their teen years. According
to Olsen, these students need more “time to master English, time to overcome academic
gaps, time to master the curriculum” (as cited in Honigsfeld & Dove, 2010, p. 21).
Recently arrived secondary ELLs must navigate not only navigate the language barriers
they face but also the sociocultural obstacles which may inhibit their achievement, such
as culture shock, cultural isolationism, cultural differences in school norms, and bias or
prejudice (Honigsfeld & Dove, 2010, p. 20). While ELL students possess a spectrum of
language and cultural competencies and experiences, all are expected to meet the same
academic demands of state assessments and graduation requirements. Unfortunately,
general education teachers who have not had targeted training or experience with
supporting ELL students may underestimate a student’s capabilities and may not
understand how best to support students who are still in a state of transition and growth in
a school setting, both academically and socio-culturally. As Honigsfeld and Dove (2010)
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have noted, “Although ELLs initially lack skills in English and may perform poorly on
standardized tests, their early academic performance in American schools is not a
predictor of their future achievement” (p. 21). However, without ensuring students are
provided with the most effective instructional and socio-emotional supports, their ability
to successfully overcome these difficult obstacles is compromised, and for some,
impossible.
The mission to navigate linguistic and sociocultural obstacles can be
overwhelming for non-English speaking students in a system that does not allow the time
they may need to learn how to speak, read, write, and understand rigorous academic
content compared to their English-speaking peers (Mamantov, 2013; Otterby, 2009), as
evidenced by the academic gaps that exist for ELLs which remain concerning. First, in
the classroom context, ELLs are not achieving parity with their English-speaking peers in
reading comprehension proficiency (Francis, Rivera, Lesaux, Kieffer, & Rivera, 2006;
Koo, Becker, & Kim, 2014). Second, in the societal context, poor literacy achievement
among English learners has contributed significantly to their high dropout rates, poor job
prospects, and high poverty rates (August & Shanahan, 2006; Johnson, Strange, &
Madden, 2010). According to New York State Education Department 2015-2016 data,
“The percentage of ELLs dropping out has also increased to 28.0% in 2016 which is a 5.1
percentage point increase from the previous year.” In addition, the 2016-2017 NYS
School Report Card data shows that of all general education students who took the high
school June 2017 English Regents exam, 88% met a proficient to mastery level (Levels
3–5), whereas only 41% of ELL students who sat for the exam demonstrated proficiency
or greater on this graduation requirement assessment. And although New York State has
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responded to this concern by allowing for an appeals process for ELL students who sat
for this rigorous Common Core aligned test at least two times, students must still earn a
score of 55 or higher, which can be daunting for a 12th-grade student who only arrived in
the country one or two years earlier. These data are disconcerting considering the higher
than average drop-out rates and the number of high school students who are unable to
meet the requirements necessary to earn their diploma, a mere foundational requirement
to gaining access to a higher education or entry to a professional career.
Equitable Access to Education
Common Core State Standards and the ELL Population
In 2010, the CCSS were implemented by many states, including New York, as
part of the Race to the Top initiative, which raised the bar of academic expectations for
all students pre-K–12 without providing clear guidance and support resources to ensure
that Students with Disabilities (SWDs) and ELLs met with success, considering the
rigorous skill set demands included. Indeed, research that has analyzed the CCSS for
purposes of ELL equity found that “educational reform initiatives like the Common Core
can be used by advocates and opponents to serve institutional, organizational, political,
and governmental purposes, rather than addressing the needs of ELLs” (Stewart, 2016). It
is also interesting to note the history of ELL support in the American education system as
it connects to the implementation of Common Core. In 1966, Teachers of English to
Speakers of Other Languages (now TESOL), an independent professional organization,
was formed to address the needs of bi- and multilingual learners. This entity has had a
history of providing curriculum and policy guidance to ESL and content teachers around
the world for decades; it is also a major practitioner advocacy organization comprised of
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educators with expertise in second language acquisition that was not included in the
drafting or development process of the CCSS (Stewart, 2016). Considering that TESOL
has consistently provided curriculum and policy guidance, engaged in partnerships with
schools, districts, and countries, and published numerous resources for parents, the failure
to include the TESOL organization’s input during the CCSS development process was an
incredible underrepresentation of our country’s ELL population and their learning needs.
Because of the shift in the CCSS, state assessments were also revised to align with the
expectations set forward. Yet, between 2011 and 2015, the CCSS, state assessments, and
APPR policies faced harsh criticism in multiple states, including New York.
There were a number of reasons for the firestorm created by the implementation
of Common Core, but overall, the rapid rollout of the standards, the amount of time
students spent taking state assessments, the rigor of assessments that left many
questioning the cognitive demands and developmental appropriateness for schoolchildren, and the connection between teachers’ evaluation scores and student results on
the state assessments were of primary concern. In particular, though, educator concerns
for ELLs were highlighted since accommodations in the assessment of this student
population remained limited, and the long-term impacts were high-stakes. While the
language of the CCSS was veiled in the empowerment of teachers to “diagnose each
student instructionally, adjust instruction accordingly, and closely monitor student
progress” (National Governors Association Center for Best Practices & Council of Chief
State School Officers, 2010, p. 1), the CCSS provide a limited view of what language
entails, and how students must negotiate complex text in order to be language and
literacy proficient, and succeed in school. As a growing body of research suggests, for
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ELLs, language and literacy learning involves more than reading, writing, speaking, and
listening in English (Thomas & Collier, 2002). It involves recognition and appreciation of
children’s native languages, as well as communities and cultures. In short, native
languages and the dialects that students bring to classrooms are presented in the ELACCSS as deficits to be overcome (Stewart, 2016), rather than valuable assets for success
in a global community and economy.
Education for Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Students
While there is a historical slant toward a deficit perspective of the ELL population
and the education of these students as a whole, a shift toward the strengths that cultural
and linguistic diversity provides is central to an understanding of equitable educational
access for all students. In fact, it is this deficit perspective and educational approach that
have ultimately led to such a lack of successful access for ELLs in our country’s
education system. From a broad view, our nation has valued American identity and
citizenship over global citizenship and responsibility—a responsibility toward a narrower
national humanity as opposed to one which serves a global community (Honigsfeld &
Cohan, 2012, p. 4). Reform policies, CCSS, curriculum implementation, instructional
practices, and ELL student status identification processes have been driven by the narrow
perspective that student success is determined by the ability to acquire and navigate the
English language. However, research has revealed that the positive value placed on
students’ culture and acquisition of multilingualism has significant, positive impacts on
students’ long-term self-identity and academic achievement. For example, Aronson and
Steele’s (2005) work on stereotype threat demonstrates that intellectual performance can
vary greatly depending on the social and interpersonal context of learning. In repeated
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studies, these researchers found that three factors have a major effect on students’
motivation and performance: their feelings of belonging, their trust in the people around
them, and their belief that teachers value their intellectual competence (Aronson &
Steele, as cited in Howard, 2007). At the heart of equitable access to education lies a
necessity for educators to explore “how issues of privilege, power, and dominance might
be functioning in their schools to shape educators’ assumptions and beliefs about students
[that may be contributing toward] inequitable outcomes” (Howard, 2007). In 1977,
Bourdieu and Passeron posited that
“exclusion occurs because educational institutions are powerful labeling systems
that subtly translate social distinctions into academic evaluations and
classifications. Formal schooling contributes to the maintenance of an unequal
social system by privileging certain cultural heritages and penalizing others.”
(cited in Grinberg & Saavedra, 2000)
While federal and state policies have been developed in recent decades in an attempt to
create more equitable access for all students, residual definitions of what constitutes
educational success have not shifted greatly, nor have policy implementations reflected
the research on how ELL students learn. For example, Cummins’s research (1979, 1981)
on basic interpersonal communicative skills (BICS) and cognitive academic language
proficiency (CALP) identifies the inherent differences in new language acquisition. He
defined BICS as the conversational and social fluency in a language, while CALP refers
to students’ ability to understand and express, in both oral and written modes, concepts
and ideas that are related to academic language proficiency (Cummins, 2008). And while
it may only take 6 months to 2 years for ELL students to begin acquiring BICS, it may
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take 5 to 7 years for them to acquire CALP (Collier & Thomas, 1995). However, even in
light of this broadly accepted research, according to NYSED policy, a newly arrived
11th- or 12th-grade high school student is given only one year of exemption from sitting
for a select few Regents exams (i.e., Global and Science) at the principal’s discretion.
Otherwise, they are required to sit for all state assessments within one year of their arrival
for state accountability purposes. This is a very tangible and disheartening policy and
practice for ELLs and the teachers responsible for their learning. It reflects an
institutional imbalance which discounts the research about ELL language acquisition and
serves to negatively impact ELLs’ self-concept about their ability to be academically
successful. The concerns posited by Bourdieu and Passeron in 1977 may still be apparent
despite attempts to mitigate inequities in our school systems, in that our schools may
reward some student populations while penalizing others.
To move the needle toward a more positive context regarding the education of
ELLs, the concept of a social justice model which holds at its core relationships,
advocacy, and outcomes (Osanloo & Reyes, 2012) may lend a degree of deeper
understanding and support for implementing equitable access for these students and their
diverse communities. As Osanloo and Reyes (2012) have explained,
In the spirit of Gramsci (1971), students should be considered organic
intellectuals; that is, as individuals who are grounded in the intellectualism of
their own specific community, giving rise to social change and reform through
connectivity with people especially in terms of experiential knowledge . . . .
Students should be cocreators of their edupolitical world and knowledge base.
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Rather than defining student success through narrow and traditional perspectives of
“academic” achievement, the educational preparation of students to live successfully in a
21st-century global community requires a valuation of every students’ unique experience
and voice. Social justice is based upon an inherent equality of interest, wherein all
students have a right to a world-class education, and relationships, wherein all acts of
progress in the world require people to build upon and act on relationships with one
another (Osanloo & Reyes, 2012). In other words, when as a nation we come to embrace
a perspective that our national success depends upon the success of all citizens, that each
of these citizens bring a valuable perspective to our country’s goals, and that there is
value in the dialogue and dynamic which is created through relationships, there will be
greater opportunity for political, academic, and economic discourse to elicit positive
social change and more equitable access for all of our nation’s citizens. Advocacy, in the
terms of a social justice model, “addresses the process of autonomous rights building
from a humanistic and inclusive perspective” (Osanloo & Reyes, 2012). Therefore, rather
than limiting our definition of student success in terms of assessment and academic
achievement, we broaden our ability to define this success in terms of greater social
outcomes, one of which “[encourages] students to become advocates for social justice
and basic human rights so that collectively we can move toward a politics of people”
(Osanloo & Reyes, 2012).
Indeed, studies of 76 New York schools where culturally and linguistically
diverse students outperform those in demographically similar, yet average-performing
schools, found that the beliefs about what difference means and how diversity is
embraced as a strength and not a deficit support consistently higher academic
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performance (Wilcox, 2008). The study identified three practices that were correlated to
higher student achievement: (a) modeling trusting and respectful relationships, (b)
supporting community involvement, and (c) framing diversity and adversity as strengths
(Wilcox, 2008). Particularly interesting in the study was how the message of “we believe
in you and support you”—which is typically echoed in average-performing schools—is
accompanied by “we expect the best out of you and will hold you to it” (Wilcox, 2008).
Setting clear and high expectations for all students, including ELLs, has been identified
as a sticking point for equitable access to rigorous curriculum, though. Since the
implementation of CCSS, there is agreement among ELL experts that the “materials for
English-learners are often too simple and too disconnected from grade-level goals”
(Heitin, 2016). According to the Council of the Great City Schools, which represents 68
large urban districts, in their released 2014 framework for producing and identifying
Common-Core-aligned materials, the “curricular materials must strike a careful balance
between maintaining high expectations and ensuring that students can access, and
understand, the content” (Heitin, 2016). They assert that ELLs “are capable of engaging
in complex thinking, reading and comprehension of complex texts, and writing about
complex material, but too often, curricula err on the side of oversimplification” (Heitin,
2016). Although the cognitive capabilities exist for ELLs to engage in complex learning
experiences, it is their access to the English vocabulary which limits their ability to
express their ideas and understandings. Unfortunately, the availability of rigorous
academic curriculum that includes the scaffolding necessary to help ELLs access the
content and meet with success is sorely limited. This creates a disparity between the
rigorous curriculum which English-speaking students encounter and the “watered-down”
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curriculum which ELLs encounter. The question arises: how can there be equitable
access when there are such divides within the curricula and learning experiences students
from different populations encounter?
More broadly, this disparity is also reflected in state expectations for ELL
success, wherein a recent review of state ESSA plan goal-setting identified “Twenty-nine
states set lower academic goals for their English-learners than other student subgroups. In
the analysis, Iowa tops the list of states setting ‘drastically lower expectations’ for
English-learners, followed by New Hampshire and Utah” (Mitchell, 2018). So, where
research supports the guiding principle that ELLs’ academic success is bolstered by
setting clear and high expectations for their performance (Wilcox, 2008), state policies
and local curricula implementation do not necessarily reflect these principles, thereby
driving equitable access to a quality education further away for some ELL populations.
The National Equity Project (NEP) has argued that students can be said to take separate
journeys through the same school (U.S. Department of Education Office for Civil Rights,
2016). This organization has worked to expose segregation-related inequities by calling
for the examination of how school-based cultural attitudes, academic tracking, curricular
access, and after-school activities serve as sorting mechanisms that set students on paths
of success or failure (Smith, Frey, Pumpian, & Fisher, 2017, p. 75). It is not necessarily
an intentional discrimination on the part of administrators or educators, either, which
leads to these different pathways. In the desire to support students, schools may actually
be doing them a disservice, which makes an awareness of embedded inequitable practices
even more critical. According to a statement from the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD, 2010),
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Successful school systems—those that perform above average and show belowaverage socio-economic inequalities—provide all students, regardless of their
socio-economic backgrounds, with similar opportunities to learn. Systems that
show high performance and an equitable distribution of learning outcomes tend to
be comprehensive, requiring teachers and schools to embrace diverse student
populations through personalized educational pathways. In contrast, school
systems that assume that students have different destinations with different
expectations and differentiation in terms of how they are placed in schools,
classes and grades often show less equitable outcomes without an overall
performance advantage. (p. 15)
In a study by Garrett and Hong (2016) which analyzed the learning experiences of 3,748
kindergarten ELLs, they compared these to the teachers’ grouping practices and ratings
of these students’ math abilities. They found that teacher expectations and estimates of a
student’s achievement strongly influence a student’s capacity to learn. This finding is in
line with seminal studies on the Pygmalion effect (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968), showing
that students’ performance was influenced by their teachers’ beliefs about them as
learners, and Hattie’s (2015) findings that teacher estimates of performance have an
effect size of 1.62, equivalent to nearly three years’ growth. Garrett and Hong’s study
(2016) also makes apparent that teacher beliefs about their ELL students’ capabilities in
combination with intentionally strategic utilization of grouping and learning strategies
lead to more exposure of higher-level math instruction. It is the exposure to more
rigorous curriculum, along with the learning strategies to help students understand the
content, that ultimately provides a greater OTL, which decades of research has
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demonstrated is the major variable in student success (Smith et al., 2017). The concept of
OTL was first discussed by Carroll (1963) and has since been expanded by other research
across several dimensions: instructional time, content or subject matter, and degree of
complexity of skills (Smith et al., 2017). Over a student’s academic career, “the
systematic exposure to less challenging curriculum results in depressed achievement—
you simply cannot learn what you haven’t been taught” (Smith et al., 2017). At the
elementary level, this is demonstrated frequently in more instructional time devoted to
discrete skills vs. critical thinking skills. At the secondary level, in addition to the more
simplified curriculum some student populations encounter as previously discussed, many
students must “earn” their way into more challenging courses and coursework; therefore,
access to more rigorous curriculum and learning experiences tends to fall out of the reach
of students of color, students with disabilities, students who are ELLs and those who are
socioeconomically disadvantaged (Smith et al., 2017). This could partially explain the
growing number of long-term ELLs, students who have been identified as ELLs for 7 or
more years in the system; there is a growing population of students who fall in this
category nationwide. They languish in a system of mediocrity, which generates a lagging
sense of the potential to successfully escape the ELL status label that has been imposed
upon them.
Access and equity at the school and classroom levels “rest on the beliefs and
practices that empower all students to participate meaningfully in learning . . . and to
achieve outcomes…that are not predicted by or correlated with student characteristics”
(Leinwand, Brahier, & Huinker, 2014, p. 60). In order to shift the tide toward greater
ELL academic success, it is critical “to be responsive to students’ backgrounds,
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experiences and knowledge when designing, implementing, and assessing the
effectiveness” of an educational program (Leinwand et al., 2014, p. 60). It is important to
note here that equitable is not the same as equal when it comes to the development of
learning experiences and instructional delivery for different student populations: “Equity
does not mean that every student should receive identical instruction; instead, it demands
that reasonable and appropriate accommodations be made as needed to promote access
and attainment for all students” (National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, 2000, p.
12). For ELLs, this requires a level of expertise in language development, valuation of
students’ cultural backgrounds, curriculum development which is both rigorous and
attainable, differentiation of instructional delivery to provide necessary learning supports,
and effective assessment and feedback practices to grow students’ skills in language and
academic content. Later, a description of these areas of expertise will be further discussed
as they relate to co-teaching relationships; however, schools which are successful in
meeting these challenges value ELLs’ native language/Language 1 (L1), as well as their
new language/Language 2 (L2) development; provide Culturally Responsive Learning
Environments; and build teacher capacity via targeted professional development.
Equitable Access Through Linguistic and Cultural Inclusion
Breaking down the barriers for ELLs begins with linguistic and cultural inclusion
in the learning environment. Through Cummins’s description of additive bilingualism
(2000) and Valenzuela’s (1999) idea of additive schooling schools may begin to explore
programs and practices that support the creation of a more inclusive educational
experience for all students. Cummins (2000) defined additive bilingualism as a “process
that results when students add a second language to their intellectual tool-kit while
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continuing to develop conceptually and academically in their first language” (p. 37). This
focus on learning English while also continuing to advance in skills in their first language
has proven to enhance students’ academic growth: “Franquiz and Reyes (1998)
emphasized the importance of elevating students’ first language status as a key
component when creating a classroom culture where languages are embraced and
appreciated” (Rodriguez-Valls, as cited in Honigsfeld & Cohan, 2012, p. 112). As
opposed to some “sink or swim” English-only school programs which have been utilized
throughout the nation, including Massachusetts, Arizona, and California’s Proposition
227 (which was only recently repealed in 2016 due to the terrible impact it had on ELLs’
academic progress), research verifies the value of supporting new learning through a
student’s first language (L1) while integrating the new language (L2) “to label, define,
and construct a shared body of knowledge” (Rodriguez-Valls, as cited in Honigsfeld &
Cohan, 2012, p. 112). By placing value on a student’s primary language, the academic
experience changes from one that is high-stakes and stress-inducing for students to one
that is based on acceptance, validation, and support. In fact, equity not only in education
in general but also between languages is important to ELLs’ learning process: “Caldas
(2006), in his research with bilingual-biliterate children, underpinned the importance of
establishing equity between languages as a factor that inspires parents and students to feel
validated by educational systems” (Rodriguez-Valls, as cited in Honigsfeld & Cohan,
2012, p. 116). In addition to the socio-emotional supports this approach to learning
provides, cognitive theorists Bransford, Brown, and Cocking (2000) stated that “all new
learning involves transfer based on previous learning” (p. 41); therefore, “using students’
L1 draws on their existing knowledge and life experiences and posits them as cognitive
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and social resources” (Cohen & Leoni, 2012, p. 170, as cited in Honigsfeld & Cohan,
2012). In this sense, teachers can leverage an environment of respect for students’
primary language and personal background knowledge in order to develop students’
investment in meaningful learning experiences and academic identity in the school
setting.
To extend this point, Goldenberg (2008) summarized the key findings of two
major reviews of the research on educating English learners that were completed in
2006—one by the National Literacy Panel (NLP) and the other by researchers associated
with the Center for Research on Education, Diversity, and Excellence (CREDE). The
NLP’s work consisted of 3 years of quantitative and qualitative research and identified
only 300 of 3000 reports, documents, dissertations, and publications from 1980–2002 for
inclusion in their review. The CREDE report was produced over 2 years by a core group
of four researchers, all of whom had been engaged in language minority and language
research for many years; only 200 reports were ultimately identified for their review.
Regarding L1 and L2 learning, CREDE researchers concluded that the longer ELLs
received instruction in a mix of their first language and English, the better their
achievement in English (Goldenberg, 2008). In addition, the NLP conducted a metaanalysis of 17 studies related to reading instruction in both primary and English language
instruction; they concluded that
teaching ELLs to read in their first language and then in their second language, or
in their first and second languages simultaneously (at different times during the
day), compared with teaching them to read in their second language only, boosts
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their reading achievement in the second language. And the higher quality, more
rigorous studies showed the strongest effects. (Goldenberg, 2008)
In answer to the question “How does learning to read in the first language help students
read in the second language?,” both CREDE and NLP researchers suggest that literacy
and other skills and knowledge transfer across languages (Goldenberg, 2008). However,
teachers cannot assume that transfer is automatic and should be aware of what students
know and can do in their primary language so they can help them apply it to tasks in
English (Goldenberg, 2008). This again highlights a further point in the discussion
regarding teacher expertise, particularly that of an ENL teacher vs. that of a secondary
content-area teacher which will be explored later.
In addition to linguistic inclusion, Valenzuela’s (1999) idea of additive schooling,
as mentioned earlier, is defined by him as “the acculturation process where students
absorb the characteristics of a new culture (i.e., language, customs, values) without losing
their linguistic and cultural richness” (Rodriguez-Valls, as cited in Honigsfeld & Cohan,
2012, p. 112). Even in the process of acculturation, many ELLs feel isolated and
marginalized as they enter the American public school system. Secondary students, in
particular, are more cognizant of standing out as “different” as a normal part of
adolescent development; however, culturally responsive learning environments can
change the perspective from one where cultural diversity is a deficit to be overcome to
one where it is an asset to be embraced. As Irvine (2003) has explained,
Culturally responsive teaching is a practice in which teachers respect cultural
differences, believe that all students are capable of learning, create a sense of
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efficacy for students, incorporate students’ cultures into the curriculum, and
recognize the cultural resources that students bring to class. (p. 74)
These have very real impacts on student achievement which connect to scaffolding
students’ background knowledge with new learning. In NLP’s 2006 research review, for
example, they found that “when ELLs read texts with more familiar material, for
example, stories with themes and content from the students’ cultures, their
comprehension improves” (Goldenberg, 2008). On the part of a teacher, this requires a
competent level of understanding and knowledge about their students’ lives and
background experiences so that they can draw appropriate texts and content materials into
learning experiences. It is also based on a strong student-teacher relationship wherein
there resides a level of trust for students to reveal illuminating stories about their history
and experiences from which teachers can draw connections to new content. There is also
a paradigm shift that must be recognized here, though. Not only are the practices related
to culturally responsive teaching necessary, but so is a recognition that this is a change
from the past wherein “it was expected that the [ELL] community would adjust to the
norms of the unchanging institution [school]” (Smith et al., 2017, p. 33). Instead, this
more recent approach recognizes the responsibility of the school administrators, faculty,
and staff members to engage in an appropriate level of cultural competency that is
necessary to understand the diverse backgrounds of the students who attend.
Clearly, addressing the complex needs of educating ELLs from historical, social,
political, and academic perspectives requires a comprehensive plan for high-quality
delivery of curriculum and instruction to best support students. In response to these
myriad concerns, New York State released its Blueprint for ELL Success (2014), a

48

statewide framework of eight guiding principles for administrators, policy makers, and
practitioners to prepare ELLs for success beginning, in pre-K, to lay the foundation for
college and career readiness (NYS Department of Education, 2014). With input from
NYSTESOL, NYSABE, NYSUT and key stakeholders and advocates throughout the
state, eight principles were identified in the Blueprint (2014):
•

All teachers are teachers of English Language Learners, and need to plan
accordingly.

•

All school boards and district/school leaders are responsible for ensuring that
the academic, linguistic, social and emotional needs of ELLs are addressed.

•

Districts and schools engage all English Language Learners in instruction that
is grade-appropriate, academically rigorous, and aligned with the New York
State Prekindergarten Foundation for the Common Core and P-12 Common
Core Learning Standards.

•

Districts and schools recognize that bilingualism and biliteracy are assets, and
provide opportunities for all students to earn a Seal of Biliteracy upon
obtaining a high school diploma.

•

Districts and schools value all parents and families of ELLs as partners in
education and effectively involve them in the education of their children.

•

District and school communities leverage the expertise of Bilingual, ESL, and
Languages Other Than English (LOTE) teachers and support personnel while
increasing their professional capacities.

•

Districts and school communities leverage ELLs’ home languages, cultural
assets, and prior knowledge.
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•

Districts and schools use diagnostic tools and formative assessment practices
in order to measure ELLs’ content knowledge as well as new and home
language development to inform instruction.

These comprehensive principles provide guidance to schools and districts in the areas to
be addressed and supported through school policy, professional development, and
practice; however, districts are left on their own to make decisions about how to go about
accomplishing these goals. The question becomes: In assuring ELL student success, how
do we implement appropriate, effective, research-based practices to meet the challenges
and needs of our ELLs? When one considers the expertise necessary to teach students the
rigorous knowledge and skills of content-specific CCSS, as well as the expertise
necessary to teach English language acquisition to high school ELLs, in addition to
supporting their unique sociocultural needs, the instructional model utilized in the
classroom setting may have potentially significant impacts. Our charge as educators is to
provide all students equitable access to education; hence, professional expertise of
academic content and language development must remain part of the discussion,
particularly in regard to high quality delivery of instruction and curriculum in secondary
classrooms.
Co-Teaching as an Instructional Model
Co-teaching is traditionally defined as the collaboration between general and
special education teachers for all teaching responsibilities of all the students assigned to a
classroom (Gately & Gately, 2001). With regard to providing access and effective
instruction for students with disabilities, co-teaching occurs when special education and
general education teachers work together to plan, teach, and assess their students in a
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meaningful way (Murawski & Spencer, 2011). A broader definition of co-teaching
includes an instructional model in which two or more adults co-plan, co-instruct, and coassess a group of students (Murawski, 2003). In this model, teachers blend their
expertise, share materials, and develop common instructional goals (Friend & Cook,
2010). The model gained popularity when the 1997 IDEA Amendments and IDEA’s
subsequent reauthorization in 2004
mandated that students with disabilities receive the same content knowledge as
their peers, which was a challenging task at the secondary level where content
areas become increasingly specified and require greater depth of mastery; and
because special education teachers cannot be masters of all content areas,
researchers note, “collaboration with general education is essential.” (Hanover
Research, 2012, p. 3)
While co-teaching has historically been recognized as an effective approach to supporting
special education students (Walsh, 2012), the model has gained popularity in other areas,
as well, such as providing ELL instructional and language acquisition support in contentarea classrooms. And although special education and ELL student populations have
different learning support needs, both share the requirement of targeted, scaffolded
support in learning academic content. Therefore, the use of the co-teaching model for
ELL learning support shares many parallels with the use of this model in special
education. In supporting ELL language acquisition, for example,
In a co-taught classroom, ELLs learn mainstream content along with their
monolingual peers. When learning groups remain heterogeneous, ELLs are given
the opportunity to work with students who have various academic capabilities and
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English language fluency. This is in contrast to remedial or ESL pullout
programs, in which ELLs are either grouped with youngsters who are struggling
readers and writers or have no English language proficiency. (Honigsfeld &
Dove, 2008)
Therefore, including ELLs in a mainstreamed setting parallels the similar goal to move
special education students into the least restrictive environment (LRE) so that they have
access to the same content, rigor, and academic discourse as their grade-level peers. And
while there is much research available about co-teaching in the field of special education,
gaps continue to exist in drawing clear, quantitative connecting co-teaching and academic
achievement of ELLs, hence the purpose of this study.
Co-Teaching and the Research
In general, the research and data related to co-teaching support numerous benefits
for teachers and students alike; however, much of the research is qualitative in nature and
quantitative data to support the utilization of the co-teaching model tends to be sparse,
although some studies are available in this regard. According to the Hanover Report
(2012),
the general lack of empirical data appears largely due to the fact that co-teaching
is not conducive to large-scale, standardized research. Not only do definitions of
co-teaching vary across the literature, but classes are also typically not similar
enough to provide meaningful comparative data. For instance, the implementation
of co-teaching—including the roles and responsibilities of co-teachers and the
mode and quality of instruction—may differ not only among districts, but even
among individual classrooms in a single school.
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The following section will attempt to provide research data about co-teaching from both
the special education and ELL population perspectives since the use of the co-teaching
method in special education has been implemented and studied for far longer than it has
for the ENL classroom setting where it is a relatively newer methodology and practice.
Where possible, ELL co-teaching research data will be included to provide insight into
current research and applications in these settings.
As an example of the limited available quantifiable research, Murawski and
Swanson (2001) completed a comprehensive meta-analysis of 89 articles related to coteaching and its effectiveness as an instructional approach. Yet, of these, only six studies
had sufficient quantitative data that could be used in their calculations, and the analysis of
these indicated that “co-teaching is a moderately effective procedure for influencing
student outcomes.” The study found that the mean effect size for reading and language
arts achievement was highest, while mathematics achievement exhibited only a moderate
effect. In addition, not only are quantifiable studies that investigate student outcomes in
co-taught classrooms limited, but findings are also quite varied. For example, in a study
examining students with learning disabilities in co-taught classrooms, it was found that
these students had higher grades in core courses and attended more school days (Rea,
McLaughlin, & Walther-Thomas, 2002) than those students in pullout programs. Another
longitudinal study conducted by Walsh (2012) also indicated positive impacts on reading
and math state assessment scores and student achievement growth for co-taught special
education students in Grades 3–8 in the Howard County Schools in Maryland. This
district implemented and supported co-teaching; ultimately, the state assessment scores
for the co-taught students with disabilities indicated “increased proficiency in reading at
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twice the rate (22%) as did students overall (11%) and nearly twice the rate (22%) in
mathematics compared with students overall (13%).” Furthermore, in their examination
of co-teaching, Hang and Rabren (2009) found significant differences in student
academic performance on the SAT NCEs in reading and math after these students had
participated in a co-taught setting for one year. They also found that
the academic achievements of the co-taught students with disabilities are as
typical as the entire school system’s student population. Therefore, these results
suggest that co-teaching, as an instructional approach, provides students with
disabilities adequate support for their achievements on standardized tests. (p. 267)
Each of these aforementioned studies demonstrates the positive impacts co-teaching
implementation may have on students’ academic achievement. In contrast, however,
Murawski’s study (2006) demonstrated that students with learning disabilities in cotaught classrooms did not achieve better standard test scores than did those in resource or
self-contained special education classrooms; however, she also made note that the failure
to find increased achievement in co-taught classes may have been the result of lack of
training and, thus, uneven implementation. Fore, Hagan-Burke, Burke, Boon, and Smith
(2008) also found that “class placement for students with disabilities [inclusion setting vs.
non-inclusive setting] did not correlate with academic achievement” (p. 65). Although
these are just a sampling of available research studies, these demonstrate the need for
more research in regard to quantifiable data about co-teaching and its impact on student
academic achievement.
On the other hand, despite a lack of cogent quantitative data, qualitative evidence
suggests that co-teaching is an effective and positive instructional model for students and

54

teachers alike. For example, Wilson and Michaels (2006) surveyed 346 students in
secondary schools (127 students with disabilities and 219 typical learners) regarding their
perceptions of co-teaching. The students reported that they favored co-teaching, would
participate in another co-taught class if given the opportunity, and received better grades
in co-taught classes than in other classes. The students reported that more help was
available in the co-taught class, multiple instructional approaches were employed,
multiple teaching styles and teacher perspectives were offered, and more skill
development was possible. Students without disabilities stated that the co-taught class
provided higher levels of abstraction, concept development, and literacy skill
development than did other classes. This study indicates that even if specific achievement
outcomes cannot be identified, secondary students see a wide range of benefits to
participating in a co-taught class.
As cited in Hang and Rabren (2009), student satisfaction has been considered as
one way to measure social validity of instructional approaches (Wolf, 1978). Dieker’s
study (2001) found that students who were taught by effective co-teaching teams
indicated their overall satisfaction with the co-teaching instructional practice. They
reported that they received more academic assistance and had fewer behavior problems in
the co-taught classroom. In another comprehensive study, students receiving special
education services expressed that they liked co-teaching, received more help and
attention from teachers, and learned things well through hands-on activities in the cotaught classrooms (Gerber & Popp, 1999). Overall, positive student and teacher
perceptions are common in the research about the co-teaching model. Hang and Rabren
studied the perceptions of students and teachers that included 58 students with disabilities and 45
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co-teachers through surveys, observations, and records review. Not only did they find

significant differences in student academic and behavioral performances in comparisons
between the year before co-teaching and the year of co-teaching, but both groups reported
positive perceptions of this learning experience. The student and teacher participants in
this study agreed with statements which reflected students’ increased self-confidence and
belief that they learned more, had sufficient instructional support, and exhibited better
behaviors in the co-taught classroom (Hang & Rabren, 2009). These findings are
supported by Walther-Thomas (1997), who reported that teachers and principals
perceived that students with disabilities had more appropriate behaviors in co-taught
classrooms than they did in resource classrooms. Another districtwide co-teaching study
also reported that students exhibited appropriate behaviors in co-taught classrooms
(Eaton, Salmon, & Wischnowski, 2004). While these studies were not quantitative in
nature, the positive perceptions identified by teacher and student participants in these
research studies indicate more positivity about the learning experiences of those involved,
which may indicate a higher likelihood of school success, overall.
Co-Teaching and the ELL Population
While co-teaching as an instructional model to support special education students
has had a longer history, early research demonstrates positive learning gains for ELLs
who are co-taught by a content-area teacher and an ESL teacher. Honigsfeld and Dove
(2008) concluded that co-teaching with an ESL teacher becomes an effective support for
inclusive practices to accommodate the needs of diverse ELL students; helps all students
meet national, state, and local standards; and establishes a vehicle for creative
collaboration between ESL and mainstream teachers. In addition, when schools look
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closely at providing research-based instruction for ELL students in general education
settings, teachers need a clear understanding of the most effective instructional practices
for their students, in order to ensure high academic achievement and similar access to the
rigorous content ELLs’ English-speaking peers encounter. There is an extensive array of
professional literature on teaching diverse groups effectively, including students with
disabilities and ELLs, in general education classrooms (Acrey, Johnstone, & Milligan,
2005; Friend & Bursuck, 2009; Tomlinson, 2001; Van Garderen & Whittaker, 2006).
However, these studies tend to focus on differentiation and strategy implementation, such
as Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) strategies. Yet, the expertise of an
ESL teacher cannot be overstated; ESL teachers not only provide academic and linguistic
acquisition support for their students both in and out of the general education classroom,
but they are also strong advocates to support the complex needs of their students which
are critical factors in their success or failure in school. Honigsfeld and Dove (2010)
explained the variety of important roles that ESL teachers must fill:
ESL teachers are frequently called upon to serve as cultural interpreters, cultural
mediators, or cultural brokers in their schools. [They] better understand that ELLs
are not only challenged by difficult content and language barriers, but also have to
adjust to the cultural norms . . . in the United States. (p. 22)
ESL teachers play a significant role in helping students navigate the culture of an
American school system, while also bridging the members of a school community
together to assist ELLs and their families in accessing all of the supports available to
ensure their success.
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On the other hand, a secondary content-area teacher’s expertise lies in the deep
understanding of the knowledge and skills students need to successfully meet state
expectations, particularly on high-stakes state assessments. From this perspective,
though, there is a rigorous and fast-paced timeline on which students must remain in
order to not only have exposure to the content they will face on a state assessment at the
end of the academic year, but approach or meet mastery in their understanding of this
content. It becomes clear that the co-teaching model is one to explore more carefully in
this regard. On one side, ELLs need time to acquire the English language in order to
comprehend the content, and on the other, the delivery of content in a general education
classroom may not support ELL success due to potentially inappropriate instructional
pacing for this population of students. Through a teamed approach of co-teaching,
however, both teachers share the experience in supporting ELL success together, and via
these two different perspectives. When co-teaching is used to support ELL learning,
students receive “greater continuity of instruction, fewer interruptions in their school day
[in lieu of pull-out instructional models], more carefully aligned curriculum that yields
adaptions, more differentiated instruction, and more focus on their linguistic needs”
(Honigsfeld & Dove, 2010, p. 47). Students are not the only participants to benefit from a
co-teaching model; according to Mandel and Eiserman (2016), there are multiple benefits
to teaming high school teachers: teaming promotes teacher growth, encourages
professional risk taking, and provides emotional support. As Elmore (2000) explained,
“When teachers move from isolation to collaboration, collaboration breaks the isolation
cycle and allows for ‘respecting, acknowledging, and capitalizing on differences in
expertise’” (p. 25, as cited in Honigsfeld & Dove, 2010).
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Indeed, research supports the benefits that co-teaching provides for ELL students
and teachers of ELLs. In a 3-year study in an urban elementary school which
implemented mainstream and ESL collaborative co-taught models in first- and secondgrade literacy blocks, teachers reported positive responses about the professional support
they felt because of the collaboration and combined classroom instruction (York-Barr,
Ghere & Sommerness, 2007). Their responses included more flexible and creative use of
instructional time, greater shared ownership of students and student learning, increased
reflection on individual and collective teaching practices, increased collective expertise
resulting in greater effectiveness with a variety of students, decreased teacher isolation
and feeling valued by colleagues, and having more energy and greater enjoyment from
teaching (York-Barr et al., 2007). The benefits extended to the students involved in the
study, as well, in that student changes included viewing all adults as their teachers,
learning from different teaching styles, feeling more included and less scared,
experiencing a sense of community and more friendships between ELL and non-ELL
students, being more engaged in instructional and social situations, demonstrating
improved behavior, and increased student achievement in both reading and math as
indicted by classroom assessments and standardized tests (York-Barr et al., 2007).
In a similar case, the Saint Paul (Minnesota) Public Schools abandoned its pullout instructional model due to its rapid population growth of ELLs around 2003 when
45% of the district’s kindergarten students came to school speaking a language other than
English (Pardini, 2006). Instead, ELL services were delivered in a co-taught setting so
that language could be taught through the content, not prior to it, due to the school
district’s recognition of the strict timelines in helping students learn the standards they
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would be facing in state assessments. Students’ achievement results were promising, in
that
between 2003 and 2005, the gap in reading achievement between the district’s
ELL and non-ELL students fell from 13 to 6 percentage points, as measured by
the percent of students showing proficiency on the Minnesota Comprehensive
Assessment; in math, the gap fell from 6.7 to 2.7 percentage points. The district’s
ELL students also did well when compared with their [ELL] peers statewide,
outscoring them in each of the last three years in reading and math as measured
by the Test of Emerging Academic English. (Pardini, 2006, p. 21)
The school correlates its success with ELLs to the widespread use of collaboration
between mainstream and ELL teachers, a model they say capitalizes on the strengths of
each: “‘The classroom teacher drives the curriculum . . . . He or she knows the math and
how to pace it, while the ELL teacher’s role is to take note of any red flags that indicate a
student needs extra language support,’” according to Karen Duke, one of the district’s
ELL department resource teachers (as cited in Pardini, 2006, p. 22). The co-teachers
collaborate in order to differentiate instruction, such as in providing guided reading
activities to provide ELLs with the relevant background information and vocabulary they
need to comprehend the text and content of the lesson. ELL teachers also pay careful
attention to “deeply embedded cultural assumptions” that mainstream teachers might
inadvertently make or that appear in textbooks or other teaching materials (Pardini, 2006,
p. 23). This case illustrates the positive impacts a thoughtful, well implemented coteaching model can have across a district serving a high population of ELLs.
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Co-Teaching and Building Teacher Capacity
Each of the benefits exemplified in the Saint Paul Public Schools co-teaching
program demonstrates an evident advantage to the co-teaching partnership, which is the
opportunity for building teacher capacity in effectively educating ELLs. In a report by the
National Center for Education Statistics (2002), 42% of the teachers surveyed indicated
that they had ELLs in their classroom, but only 12.5% of these teachers had received
more than eight hours of professional development specifically related to ELLs. In
addition, an AACTE survey of 417 institutes of higher education found that fewer than
one in six required any preparation for mainstream elementary or secondary teachers
regarding the education of ELLs (Menken & Antunez, 2001). Researchers de Jong and
Harper (2005) pointed out that the lack of teacher preparation
stems, at least in part, from the assumption that teaching ELLs is a matter of
pedagogical adaptations that can easily be incorporated into a mainstream
teacher’s existing repertoire of instructional strategies for a diverse classroom.
Teaching ELLs [from this perspective] is considered a matter of applying ‘just
good teaching’ (JGT) practices developed for a diverse group of native English
speakers, such as activating prior knowledge, using cooperative learning, process
writing and graphic organizers or hands-on activities. (p. 102)
However, while good teaching practices for native English speakers are often relevant for
ELLs, they are insufficient to meet ELLs’ specific linguistic and cultural needs (Grant &
Wong, 2003). Though not intentional, the misconceptions that content-area teachers have
about English language acquisition are often a result of their own limited experience with
second language learning and their lack of training in working with ELLs (Reeves, 2004).
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This underscores the need to provide content-area teachers with the additional support
they need to educate the growing ELL population in their classrooms.
Concerningly, research supports that the lack of experience and training of
mainstream teachers serves to create less rigorous learning experiences for their ELL
students. For example, content-area teachers may not understand the complex
relationship between ELLs’ advanced cognitive capabilities, which may be at least equal
to those of their English-speaking peers, and to their limitations in expressing their ideas
and understandings due to their limited language proficiency. Without this understanding,
mainstream teachers rely on low-level recall or knowledge questions when questioning
second-language learners with limited speaking skills (de Jong & Derrick-Mescua, 2003;
Kinsella, 2000), or refrain from asking questions at all in anticipation that ELLs will be
unable to respond (Schinke-Llano, 1983, Verplaetse, 2000). By encountering watereddown academic rigor, ELLs are left at both a disadvantage in accessing an equal OTL and
a greater likelihood of disengaging from classroom activities due to boredom and
isolation. Yet, with the input and co-planning of an ESL teacher’s expertise, both teachers
can assess student understanding of the content by providing a variety of question forms
appropriate to ELLs’ proficiency levels, while keeping the cognitive demand challenging,
thereby engaging students in the content learning and classroom activities more
meaningfully. ESL teachers are trained to recognize the nuances of linguistic factors that
contribute to students’ comprehension difficulties and are able to apply appropriate
scaffolding supports before, during, and after lesson delivery (Peercy et al., 2015). In
particular, secondary content-area teachers are not trained in language development nor
literacy acquisition, both of which are significant factors in an ELL’s ability to meet with
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academic success. In the context of utilizing the co-teaching model as a means to
building teacher capacity, co-teachers work together not only to determine whether their
students are acquiring language skills and content-based knowledge and skills, but also to
establish whether they are using effective communication skills, whether their learning
activities need to be modified, and whether students are making adequate academic
progress (Villa, Thousand, & Nevin, 2008). The professional co-teacher partnership of
two specific area experts serves to help teachers develop a common language related to
student learning and needs, a greater ability to communicate their expectations, an ability
to provide ongoing and immediate feedback to one another during teaching and outside
collaborative discussions, and an ability to ensure that each student is meeting their
personal potential.
Summary
This chapter was developed to provide a deeper exploration of the theoretical
framework through which this study’s research questions are explored, specifically
through the lens of Bandura’s Social Learning and Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Learning
theories. Each provides a deeper understanding of the nature of the relationship between
the student (novice) and the teacher (expert), how learning occurs within the context of
social and cultural influences, and the importance of language in the learning process.
Vygotsky’s theory also highlights the concept of the ZPD, which is considered as a
critical element in meeting students—particularly ELLs—where they are
developmentally in any learning experience. In addition, historical context related to
second-language learners in our country’s social and political philosophies have been
provided in order to provide a better understanding of the impact these have had on our
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students’ ability to meet with academic success in our schools. The review of the
literature highlights the social justice implications in education, including equity of
access to rigorous and appropriate content, equity in OTL, and the value of offering
culturally-responsive approaches in our schools. Finally, an exploration of the research
related to co-teaching and dual-certified teaching was presented to clarify the necessity of
this study and future studies like it, in addition to establishing a foundational approach to
the elements of this comparative study.
Chapter 3 will provide the methodology utilized, including data collection and
analysis procedures, research design, and the sample and population of participants in the
study; limitations and delimitations; and factors related to reliability and validity of the
research design.
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CHAPTER 3
Method
This chapter describes the methodology used to investigate the research questions
in this study, including data collection procedures such as participants, instrumentation,
and data analysis procedures; and ethical considerations such as disclosure and consent,
voluntariness, and participant risk. The purpose of this convergent mixed methods case
study was to identify to what extent ELL student learning and achievement are affected
by a co-taught model or a dually-certified teaching model in secondary ELA.
Social learning theory explains human behavior in terms of continual reciprocal
interactions among cognitive, behavioral, and environmental influences (Bandura, 2006,
p. 65). In addition to establishing the interactive nature of learning between the self and
others, another concept established by Bandura (1993) and which carries relevance to this
study is that of “self-efficacy,” which he defined as “people’s beliefs about their
capabilities to exercise control over their own level of functioning and over events that
affect their lives” (p. 118). In this context, learning is constructed through social
interactions and includes belief, motivation, and perseverance. This study explored the
learning environments in which ELLs find themselves, and attempted to uncover if there
is a significant difference to the learning experience in a co-taught or dual-certified taught
model. In addition, Vygotsky’s (1978) theory of socially mediated learning emphasizes
the importance of verbal feedback and modeling from more knowledgeable people, or
experts, to assist students, or novices, to complete tasks they could not complete alone.
This assistance is called scaffolding, and it is central to Vygotsky’s (1978) theory of
socially mediated learning and his concept of the ZPD. As Paciotti (2013) explained,

65

This theory holds that the optimal range for cognitive change lies just beyond the
level of difficulty in which the child can perform independently, but below the
level of difficulty in which it is impossible for the child to succeed independently.
Rather, the zone of proximal development lies within the level of difficulty of
problem solving that the novice can accomplish with the aid of other, more
knowledgeable experts (Brunig et al., 2011; Morrow, 2012). (p. 108)
Through the lens of modeling, feedback, scaffolding, and instruction of both secondary
ELA content and language, this study explored both co-teaching and dual-certified
teaching models, and their impacts on ELL student achievement. The theoretical
framework in which the results will be discussed includes Bandura’s Social Learning
Theory and Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory.
Methods and Procedures
Research Questions
Through a convergent mixed methods case study that includes qualitative and
quantitative data, this research spoke to the gap that exists in identifying how each of
these instructional models impacts ELL student learning. Prior research related to coteaching has tended to focus on the needs of students with disabilities; however, given the
comprehensive, content-area teacher expertise in teaching either ENL or ELA, a careful
analysis of the impacts these two instructional models may have to support student
learning seems prudent. Since the ELL population in schools continues to grow, it is
critical that districts utilize research-based approaches to providing the most effective
supports for this population. The following questions were utilized to guide the research:
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1. To what extent does a co-taught instructional model impact English Language
Learner student learning in a high school English language arts content-area
class as compared to a dually-certified taught approach?
2. In what ways does teacher content-area expertise impact learning in an
English as a New Language/English language arts setting, given the nature of
the cultural and language needs of English Language Learner students and the
demands of the Common Core/Next Generation State Standards for English
language arts?
3. What are the perceptions of co-teachers and dual-certified teachers about each
of these models in regard to the efficacy of each on English Language Learner
learning?
The null hypotheses are as follows:
1. HO: There is no significant difference in student scores on the NYSED English
Regents exam for students based on instructional model (co-taught and dualcertified taught).
Ha: There is a significant difference in student scores on the NYSED English
Regents exam for students based on instructional model (co-taught and dualcertified taught).
2. HO: There is no significant difference in scores for students in co-taught and
dual-certified taught classes based on teacher content-area knowledge as
measured by the NYS English Regents exam.
Ha: There is a significant difference in scores for students in co-taught and dualcertified taught classes based on teacher content-area knowledge as measured
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by the NYS English Regents exam.
3. HO: There is no relationship between the ELL student learning experience in a
high school ELA content-area class and the co-taught or dual-certified taught
model.
Ha: There is a relationship between ELL student learning experience in a high
school ELA content-area class and the co-taught or dual-certified taught model.
Rationale
In a 2006 synthesis of research evidence by Genesee, Lindholm-Leary, Saunders,
and Christian, it was noted that while there is a “plethora of research on instructional
issues related to literacy [for ELLs]” and “a variety of instructional techniques” that can
be utilized with differing language proficiency levels, there is “little empirical work on
instructional strategies or approaches to teaching content [for ELLs]” which provides
practical guidance on the efficacy of differing techniques and instructional approaches.
Indeed, research-based evidence which supports the efficacy of the co-taught or dualcertified taught instructional models with ELLs is sorely limited, yet this population of
students continues to grow exponentially, and their academic success rates remain far
behind those of their English-speaking peers. And while co-teaching has been extensively
researched with the special education student population, there remains little quantitative
and qualitative analysis about its efficacy with ELL learning in the secondary content
areas, particularly since it is a relatively newer model that has only recently started to be
utilized more broadly with this particular student population. In addition, this study
included the perceptions of educators through the lens of collaborative team teaching vs.
that of the sole teacher responsible for supporting both the varying linguistic needs of

68

their students and the secondary ELA content. These insights are valuable in identifying
how best to support these teachers in these varied roles. Overall, this study will add to the
body of empirical and quantifiable data related to these two instructional models and their
efficacy with ELL learning.
This research study and its findings may serve as a guide as to the efficacy of
these two instructional models in the secondary content area of ELA, and perhaps other
secondary content areas, for ELL learning and achievement. It will be significant for
policymakers as they consider national and state education mandates for ELL education:
for example, any possible or necessary revisions that should be considered for NYS Part
154. It will also hold significance for district- and building-level administrators as they
consider approaches to professional development for teachers, instructional models to
consider for scheduling, budgetary considerations to support what works best for ELLs in
the secondary content-area classroom setting, and instructional implementation of best
practices. Educators of ELLs will benefit in their classroom work and approaches to
supporting their students academically. More significantly, this research will serve to
reveal best practices for providing ELLs with the best opportunity to meet with success
by adding to the empirical body of knowledge that is currently lacking. And finally, this
study should serve to guide future studies of a similar nature in order to provide a
comprehensive understanding of how best to support ELLs’ academic experience and
achievement.
Research Design and Data Analysis
Mixed methods research involves both qualitative and quantitative methods in the
same study to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the research questions
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than using one method alone (Creswell, 2003; Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2012). In
addition, a mixed methods study offers the researcher the opportunity to provide an
alternative perspective within the study (Cresswell, 2012). A convergent mixed methods,
within-site case study design was selected for this study in order to provide a more
comprehensive collection and analysis of data due to the comparative nature in exploring
whether or not there are significant differences in ELL academic achievement and
learning in a co-taught or dually-certified taught instructional model. Due to the specific
location selected for the study and the limitations in the timeframe around which this case
was to be studied, the selection of a case study was prudent. The quantitative data
analyzed for ELL students’ academic achievement included students’ scores on the June
2018 and June 2019 English Regents exam. Student scores on this NYS assessment were
categorized between co-taught and dual-certified taught groups, and were then compared
to identify whether or not there were any significant differences between groups. Teacher
expertise/content knowledge was determined by teacher certification (i.e., English, ESL,
or English with a TESOL extension) and years teaching the co-taught or dual-certified
taught models. Data were analyzed via SPSS by generating an ANOVA of NYSED
English Regents scores to determine if there was an Interaction Effect between
instructional model (i.e., co-taught or dual-certified taught) and teacher content
knowledge. In addition, a Main Effect analysis was conducted for students’ English
Regents scores based on only the instructional model and another based on only teacher
content knowledge. Three assumptions for these were tested for: Outliers, Normal
Distribution, and Homogeneity of Variance. Data analysis served to determine if there
was or was not a significant difference in students’ NYS English Regents assessment
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scores based on the two variables of instructional model and teacher knowledge.
Quantitative research is confirmatory and empirical, while qualitative research is
exploratory and inductive in nature (Creswell, 2003; Fraenkel et al., 2012). Therefore,
utilizing only quantitative data in isolation would provide an incomplete examination of
the current research. To best explore to what extent the co-taught or dual-certified taught
model may impact ELL learning from the perspective of teacher expertise (i.e., via the
instructional approach to modeling, scaffolding, feedback, and language support
strategies) and teacher perceptions of each model, it was prudent and necessary to include
qualitative data in this study. Therefore, qualitative data were culled from interviews with
co-teachers and dual-certified teachers who were teaching a secondary ELA course, as
well as through classroom observations of each of these. According to Creswell (2012),
this approach allows the researcher to “identify measures grounded in the data obtained
from the study participants and can explore views by listening to participants, rather than
having a pre-determined set of variables” (pp. 543–544).
Sample and Population
A large suburban high school in Long Island was utilized to collect data for this
research. Although considered suburban because its location is outside of New York City,
this district shares similar student populations and ELL student populations as those in
New York’s “Big Five.” The district has a total student population of 4,556 in Grades 9–
12, of these students, 82.2% (3,747) are ELLs. The Superintendent and Assistant
Superintendent for Secondary Education granted approval for this study, with the high
school building principal also giving consent. Each was provided the following
information as part of the formal request: a description of the nature and purpose of this
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study, the procedures to be implemented, the voluntary nature of the study, the methods
to ensure participant confidentiality, and the names of the potential teacher invitees. Upon
receiving district approval, the teacher invitees were contacted by the researcher who
shared the same information with them in order to elicit their participation and provide
opportunity for answering any questions they may have had before agreeing to
participate. Based on the study’s parameters, 14 teachers were invited to participate; eight
agreed to participate in the study.
Qualitative research generally focuses on purposefully selected small samples in
depth (Creswell, 2003; Patton, 2002). The intent of purposeful sampling is to strategically
select information-rich cases for deep understanding of the research phenomenon (Patton,
2002). Information-rich cases are those from which the researcher can acquire a great
deal of knowledge regarding the research topic (Huberman & Miles, 2002; Patton, 2002).
This study utilized purposeful sampling of key participants involved in the co-taught and
dual-certified taught ENL/ELA secondary courses offered at one large suburban high
school with a diverse student population. These participants were chosen due to their
involvement in the implementation of CR Part 154 regulations regarding the need to
provide secondary content-area instruction in at least one core content-area course per
day via a co-taught or dual-certified taught model. These participant invitees also
received regular and ongoing professional development related to ELL teaching strategies
and SIOP implementation through this district. Teachers involved in teaching these
courses were invited to participate in this study. These included general education
ENL/ELA teachers only (i.e., special education ENL/ELA teachers were not invited to
participate in this study).
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A qualitative study explored teachers’ perceptions of the efficacy of each of these
models (co-taught and dual-certified taught) based upon their firsthand experiences via
one-on-one interviews. The qualitative portion of the study utilized one-on-one remote,
password protected teacher interviews and was triangulated with lesson document
analysis, lesson plan analysis, classroom observations, along with quantitative data to be
described in the next section. Teacher interview questions centered on their background
experience and training as a teacher of ELLs, their observations of student
growth/participation/ achievement/risk-taking in their classroom, and their personal
philosophy about the model they teach, among others. Some examples of questions were:
•

How long have you been teaching ENL/ELA in our district, and could you
describe your background and training as it relates to teaching this class?

•

In your experience, what are the benefits and/or challenges of a cotaught/dual-certified approach to ENL/ELA instruction?

•

What do you observe about your students’ growth in their learning and
willingness to take risks in this class?

•

Overall, how has this shift in our instructional approach because of CR Part
154 impacted student achievement in ELA based upon your observations?

•

Do you believe that the level of preparation provided by the co-taught/dualcertified taught (depending on which they teach) is helping ELLs to be more
successful and/or better prepared for the English Regents exam? If so, how?

The interviews were semi-structured, in that the questions were pre-determined and
allowed for impromptu follow-up and clarifying questions. Each of the interviews was
allotted 45 minutes and took place via a password-encrypted remote meeting to ensure
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confidentiality. All interviews were recorded using the researcher’s Apple iPad, which
requires a passcode for access. While completing the interview, the researcher employed
the use of an observation protocol to record the time, place, and settings, as well as the
activities and a reflection of the emerging themes. Upon completion of each interview, the
researcher completed field notes to record personal insights or broad themes that emerged
(Creswell, 2012). After each interview, the researcher transcribed and coded the data before
the next interview took place. This allowed the participant to review the transcription and
check for misinterpretations or information that they might not want included in the
research study.
Interviews were audio recorded with participants’ permission. The responses from
these interviews were coded via NVivo to identify common themes related to the
research questions of this study. NVivo Codes capture “behaviors or processes which will
explain to the analyst how the basic problem of the actors is resolved or processed”
(Strauss, 1987, p. 33) and help preserve participants’ meanings of their views and actions
in the coding itself (Charmaz, 2014). Classroom observations were not recorded so that
student images would not be captured during the observation process. The researcher
scripted the lesson in a document for later NVivo coding of the qualitative data.
Quantifiable data were comparatively analyzed based on the June 2018 and June
2019 NYS English Regents exam which is given to all 11th-grade students in NYS. This
is an appropriate quantitative data point considering the mandated nature of this
assessment for high school graduation, and in that it reflects the ELA Common Core
standards discussed in the review of the literature. The quantitative data of this study
included the scores of ELL students from co-taught and dually-certified taught 11th-
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grade ENL/ELA Emerging/Transitioning (ET)-level classes. Students in ELA 11 ET
courses were identified by their most recent NYSESLAT scores and levels as a result,
which provides a consistency of language proficiency within the groups. Although the
student population of these courses consisted solely of ENL students, the grade-level
ELA curriculum is aligned with the ELA curriculum of the general education population.
Differentiation is provided according to teacher discretion as to their students’ individual
needs, but the 11th-grade English curriculum’s essential questions and grade-level
standards are the same. In addition, the homogenous nature of these courses is due to the
large number of ELLs who must be served by CR Part 154 in this district.
In this study, student data were filtered and then selected based on the consistency
of attendance throughout the year (i.e., must show evidence of at least 85% daily
attendance in a 180-day school year and no mid-year entrants). These students take the
June NYS English Regents exam toward the end of their junior year; therefore, utilization
of these data sets provided a broader context of student achievement for the purposes of
this comparative analysis. For Research Question 1, scores from these assessments were
compared between the co-taught and dually-certified taught groups to see if there is a
statistically significant difference in student achievement on this assessment by utilizing a
two-sample t test to find the mean and standard deviation of the two groups’ data sets.
For Research Question 2, an ANOVA test was utilized to determine if there is a
statistically significant difference in the NYS English Regents scores between the cotaught and the dual-certified taught groups based on teachers’ areas of certifications (i.e.,
content-area expertise): ESL with English Extension Certified, English with TESOL
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Extension Certified, and Co-Teachers each with a full English and ESL certification
working together in the classroom.
Reliability and Validity of the Research Design
Trustworthiness is an important aspect in qualitative research and refers to the
criteria for judging the quality or credibility of qualitative inquiry (Lincoln & Guba,
1985; Schwandt, 2001). Trustworthiness provides assurances that the respondent’s views
are accurately reconstructed and represented (Schwandt, 2001). Trustworthiness was
established with the participants in the following ways: prolonged engagement,
triangulation, purposeful sampling, and member checking.
Prolonged engagement was accomplished by utilizing multiple interactions with
each participant. First, during the introduction of the study, an explanation of its purpose,
the procedures that would be involved, the voluntary nature of the study, and the means
by which confidentiality would be maintained throughout and afterward were the primary
foundation for developing trust among all stakeholders. In addition, relationships with
each of these stakeholders were established through past professional collaborations that
occurred while the researcher had worked in the high school building. Therefore, the
researcher was familiar to all invitees and district administrative leadership. In addition,
multiple opportunities for interaction existed after the initial informational meeting,
including one-on-one interviews and follow-up conversations to request clarification
and/or to review transcripts, as well as the researcher’s conclusions prior to the
completion of the qualitative analysis. During the interviews and subsequent discussions
with participants, they were encouraged to speak honestly and were reminded of the
anonymous nature of the study.
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Data triangulation serves to strengthen the construct validity of case studies (Yin,
2014). Multiple sources of evidence provide multiple measures of the phenomenon,
clarify meaning, verify the repeatability of an interpretation, and identify different ways
the phenomenon is being perceived (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000; Yin, 2014). Triangulation
in this study was achieved by analyzing multiple data sources, utilizing multiple data
collection methods, and verifying the data with participants to ensure reliability. By
exploring teacher perceptions and classroom practices against quantifiable data, broader
and more reliable conclusions of this study may be possible. The use of member
checking, or verifying the data with the participants as described by Schwandt (2001),
included soliciting feedback by the participants about the researcher’s findings. These
methods were utilized to establish the credibility and reliability of the data. Member
checks were used during and after the interviews and classroom observations in order to
clarify understandings and ensure data representations are accurate. Transcriptions of the
interviews and audio recordings of the classroom observations were provided to
participants to check for accuracy.
Huberman and Miles (2002) described interpretive validity as the researcher’s
attempt to comprehend the phenomena based on the participant’s own words and actions
in the situations studied. The participants in this study were asked open-ended questions
in order to determine and analyze their own professional experiences and perceptions
regarding ELL learning and achievement. Researcher bias may hinder researcher
neutrality or objectivity and requires self-reflection of one’s own predispositions about
the phenomenon being studied (Schwandt, 2001). Researchers must remain mindful of
their own perceptions, strive to be true to the complexities of multiple emerging
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perspectives, and be balanced in reporting both confirmatory and disconfirming evidence
(Patton, 2002). The role of the researcher follows to provide a thorough description of
potential researcher biases. However, the methods to control for these included
triangulation of the data; member-checking; prolonged engagement; and researcher-peer
debriefing to ensure the accuracy of data analysis, interpretation and representation. Peer
debriefing allows the researcher to consult with a trusted and knowledgeable colleague to
solicit feedback, share ideas, get advice, and discuss the evolving research (Schwandt,
2001). Peer debriefing was accomplished via discussions with the researcher’s
dissertation advisor, as well as with knowledgeable educator colleagues who were not
involved in this study.
Role of the Researcher
The role of the researcher in this study was that of a freshman center assistant
principal (Grade 9 only) located in a building in the same district where the study was
conducted; however, this study focused on 11th-grade students in the high school
building (Grades 10-12). The researcher was also the former high school English
department head in this same district for 7 years prior to moving to the freshman center as
assistant principal, so this study was conceived from a great deal of direct experience in
working with the ELL students and participating English and ESL teachers in the
secondary English courses provided. The researcher worked closely with the high school
ESL department head and the District ESL Coordinator in implementing the ELA coteaching and dual-certified coursework as per NYS CR Part 154 regulations; therefore,
there is considerable depth of understanding and experience about how these models have
impacted a change in approach to delivering instructional support in the secondary
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content-area courses for ELLs in this district. Having served as the assistant principal for
the past 4 years in a separate building in district; however, the researcher has no direct
supervision of the teachers or students who participated in this study. This research was
born from an objective desire to learn more about the efficacy and impacts these two
models may be having on ELL learning and achievement, since both approaches are
utilized in this large high school setting, with a movement toward dual-certified taught
models due to budgetary constraints.
Limitations and Delimitations
Limitations to this study included the lack of generalizability due to the potential
impacts of ongoing professional development for SIOP implementation with ENL student
populations. Since the school district has such a large number of ENL students and the
English Regents exam is a requirement for graduation, teachers who teach high school
English courses have consistently received this specialized professional development,
especially for about the past five years. This may influence the results of this study
compared to districts which do not offer ongoing professional development opportunities
and follow-up support; therefore, results may not be able to be generalized. The number
of years participating teachers have received ENL/SIOP professional development was
included in this study after participants were confirmed.
In addition, another limitation to this study may be with response bias. In survey
research, it is not uncommon for respondents to provide the most socially desirable
response. Respondents attempt to give answers that they think will please the interviewer
or researcher (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). One-on-one interviewing
was selected as a result of this consideration. Engaging in dialogue that offers more
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privacy and confidentiality may provide more authentic responses to the interview
questions. The researcher also made a concerted effort to establish researcher objectivity
prior to interviews and classroom observations.
Delimitation to this study is the sample size selected due to the nature and purpose
of the research. For example, teachers who teach ENL/ELA in special education settings
were not included so that data remained specific to general education student populations.
However, future studies may want to research this sub-group more carefully since
research in this area is also lacking. In addition, there are fewer sections of co-taught
ENL/ELA, as more teachers are earning their TESOL extension certification and the
district is held under budgetary constraints. Therefore, inclusion of data from both the
June 2018 and June 2019 English Regents exam provides a better sample for each of
these instructional models than one or the other would allow. Hence, the decision to
utilize both years of the English Regents data instead.
Summary
Educational environments which endeavor to provide equitable access to
academically rigorous content to all students must carefully consider how to most
effectively leverage available resources. Integrating the content specialties of a highly
qualified general education content-area teacher with the instructional specialties of an
ESL teacher provides ELLs with the access and supports they need to meet with success.
Chapter 3 has provided the rationale for this study, along with the methodology, research
design and potential threats to the validity and/or reliability of the study’s results,
including full awareness of the purpose of the study, an understanding that participation
was voluntary and confidential, and an opportunity to clarify data, verify data, and make
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corrections to data if necessary. Also shared were the methods that would be established
throughout the study in order to assure that threats to the validation and/or reliability of
the study’s results were minimized and that participants were treated fairly and ethically
via the IRB process. Chapter 4 will elaborate on the results of the study to include the
quantitative comparative analysis of the June 2018 and the June 2019 English Regents
exam scores of ELLs in co-taught and dual-certified taught 11th-grade English classroom
settings. It will also provide a triangulated analysis of the qualitative data collected from
one-on-one interviews with participating teachers, in addition to classroom observations,
lesson plan analysis, and researcher notes.
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CHAPTER 4
Results
The purpose of this convergent mixed methods exploratory study was to identify
to what extent ELL student learning and achievement are affected by a co-taught model
or a dual-certified teaching model in secondary ELA. The research questions for this
study focused on to what extent the co-taught instructional model impacts ELL student
achievement in a high school ELA content-area class as compared to a dual-certified
model; how teacher content-area expertise may impact ELL student learning in the
secondary ELA classroom; and teacher perceptions of the efficacy of the co-taught and
dual-certified taught instructional models. Of the 14 potential teacher participant invitees,
eight agreed to participate in the study, all of whom are either co-teachers or dualcertified teachers in the 11th-grade ENL/ELA Emerging Transitioning (ET) courses. The
June 2018 and June 2019 English Regents scores utilized for this study were also culled
from these same courses and teacher participants; hence, both the qualitative and
quantitative data analyzed were all connected to these specific participants. As
demonstrated in Table 4.1, a description of each participant’s certification area, total
years teaching, and years teaching secondary ENL/ELA in this district as a co-teacher or
a dual-certified teacher has been provided. Pseudonyms have been used to protect
participant identities as agreed upon for confidentiality.
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Table 4.1
Teacher Participant Descriptors
Name
(pseudonym)

Certification

Total yrs.
teaching

Yrs.
teaching
ENL/ELA

Co-teacher/
Dual cert. teacher

Collin

B.S. Social Studies
& TESOL master’s

17

14

ENL Co-Teacher

James

B.S. English &
TESOL Ext.

7

4

Dual-Certified

Roger

B.S. English

15

5

English Co-Teacher

Gary

B.S. English

15

3

English Co-Teacher

Deanna

B.S. TESOL K-12
& English master’s
in Progress

6

6

ENL Co-Teacher: 2
yrs.
Dual-Certified: 4 yrs

Julia

B.S. English

6

5

English Co-Teacher

Susan

B.S. English &
TESOL Ext.

8

5

Dual-Certified

Melanie

B.S. TESOL K-12
& English master’s
in Progress

6

3

Dual-Certified

Research Question 1
R1. To what extent does a co-taught instructional model impact English Language
Learner student learning achievement in a high school English language arts content-area
class as compared to a dually-certified taught approach as measured on the NYS English
Regents exam?
HO: There is no significant difference in student scores on the NYSED English
Regents exam for students based on instructional model (co-taught and dualcertified taught).
To address Research Question 1 quantitatively, an independent sample t test was
83

utilized to determine if there was a statistically significant difference in the NYS English
Regents scores between the co-taught and the dual-certified taught groups. Preliminary
analyses indicated that the difference in English Regents scores between the co-taught
group (n = 209, M = 45.727, SD = 15.957) and the dual-certified taught group (n = 161, M
= 47.043, SD = 16.040) was not statistically significant, t = 0.78, p value = .43, 95% CI [30.1340, 32.7664], df = 368. A Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances suggested equal
variance between groups, and normality can be assumed as assessed through a Normal
Probability QQ Plot and a boxplot. The boxplot showed that no outliers were present and
that the data are relatively symmetric. In the Normal Probability QQ Plot, the relationship
was shown to be linear in nature between the observed exam scores and the expected
normal values, thus suggesting normality. The null hypothesis was retained.
Table 4.2
Group Statistics
InstMethod
EngScore
Dual-Cert
Co-Taught

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

161
209

47.04
45.73

16.040
15.958

1.264
1.104
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Table 4.3
Independent Samples Test
Levene’s
Test for
Equality of
Variances

Eng. Score
Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances not
assumed

t Test for Equality of Means

df

Sig.
(2tailed)

Mean
Difference

Std.
Error
Difference

95%
Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
Lower Upper

F

Sig.

t

.082

.774

.785

368

.433

1.316

1.677

-1.982

4.614

.784

343.427

.433

1.316

1.678

-1.985

4.617

Figure 4.1. Simple Boxplot of English Score by Instructional Method.
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Figure 4.2. Normal Q-Q Plot of English Score.
R1. Qualitative Data
Research Question 1 serves to explore ELL student learning and achievement in
each of the teaching models, co-taught and dual-certified taught. While the quantitative
data demonstrated no significant statistical difference on students’ NYS English Regents
scores, teacher perceptions about their students’ achievement and demonstration of
learning were culled from the following interview questions:
•

Do you believe that the level of preparation provided by the co-taught/dualcertified taught model is helping ELLs to be better prepared for the English
Regents exam?

•

What do you observe about your students’ growth in their learning throughout
the year?
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Analysis of participant interviews culled out several themes related to students’
academic achievement and learning: the rigorous demands of the English Regents exam
and the importance of exposing students to these; the need to scaffold and differentiate
materials while retaining a clear focus on the demands students will face on the English
Regents exam; and English Regents score results vs. growth in learning. All participants
in this study had experience in preparing students for the English Regents exam, as well
as having scored this assessment two times per year, on the June and January Regents test
administrations, in their tenure at this school district and as a result of their role in the
high school English department.
R1.1- Academic Rigor
Interviews revealed that participating teachers demonstrated a deep understanding
of the difficulty of this test as it related to their students’ English proficiency levels, in
addition to the test’s high-stakes nature as a graduation requirement. As one ESL dualcertified teacher expressed, “My kids need it to survive and to graduate, but it’s
disheartening when you see them work so hard all year only to fail the test days before
our school’s graduation, and that’s after having taken it multiple times.” Another ESL coteacher shared his experience with the discrepancy between the Regents reading passage
Lexile levels and his students’ reading Lexile levels:
It’s just so frustrating to get them ready for an exam that many of their language
acquisition skills are not advanced enough to be taking this test. And they’re
forced to take it in New York State to graduate. We are all lucky that if they take
it more than twice and get at least a 55, they can appeal it, but it’s a grueling
process in many ways. The Lexile levels of some of these reading passages are
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almost like college freshman literature written in 1890 or 1920. We really have to
tell them, listen, we understand this is very rigorous for you and very
academically demanding of you, but this is the reality we live in. I really think it
helps them when we have empathy and talk to them about it on that level.
In addition to the literal challenges of the texts students may face on this exam
(i.e., sophisticated vocabulary, linguistic shifts based on historical or cultural vernacular,
unfamiliar content, etc.), both ESL and English teachers shared their concerns regarding
the complexity of the passages. For instance, the ESL co-teacher stated,
This test for an ESL student is a brutal, brutal test for them. There are 24 multiple
choice questions on some very long and difficult reading passages, like a poem
which is steeped in figurative language. When you’re learning to read English, the
last thing you learn is obviously sarcasm, abstract thought. And they’re reading
everything literally. You know, it’s the last thing you acquire. It’s so hard, the
nuances and everything. I just feel so bad, because if they had a year or two more,
they might do better.
An English co-teacher shared a similar concern as her colleagues regarding text
complexity discrepancies and her students’ ability to decipher inferential meaning in the
texts they face on this exam:
The assessment is on a 1200–1300 Lexile level. They’re in 11th-grade EmergingTransitioning, generally reading at a 200–400 Lexile level. I feel like exposure to
this work has helped them understand the types of questioning that they may not
have been used to previously, like some of the vagueness and inferences. But I
think inferencing is a major issue with some of the ELLs, because they’re trying
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to figure out what the actual language is still. I do feel like this is what we focus
on in our co-teaching model, though, like trying to help them understand how to
address subtleties and reading between the lines in another language. We are
geared toward having them get more complex with their understandings.
In addition to the challenges ELLs face regarding sophisticated language and text
complexity, another dual-certified teacher shared her insights about the broad language
proficiency discrepancies in her Emerging-Transitioning group (i.e., the lower Emerging
level students vs. the higher Transitioning level students), as well as her perspective
about the lack of culturally responsive texts included on the English Regents exam:
In the Emerging-Transitioning classroom, you may have one student who
struggles to ask to go to the bathroom, while you have another who is reading and
analyzing texts independently. So, to me, the gap is just so stark. And also,
unfortunately, the Regents is a really poor assessment for them to measure a
student’s growth. As I said earlier, the state’s expectations and the reality of
where these students are in their proficiency, even general ed. students struggle.
It’s an adapted AP test, and as much as they try, ENL students can’t meet these
demands, yet. And I know that there is a person who is supposed to check for bias
on these tests, but we had one year where there was a poem that personified a
vacation house, a summer house, and about it shutting down for the winter. And,
you know, the family would come again in the summer. And these students don’t
know anything about vacation homes. They are living in one-bedrooms with
multiple family members. Is this an accurate assessment for them?
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However, despite these shared concerns, all participants agreed that exposure to
the academic rigor and demands set forth by the state assessment were necessary and a
valuable piece of their instructional repertoire in their respective classrooms. Rather than
“watering down” the curriculum, co-teaching teams and dual-certified teachers alike
implement instructional practices so students are provided with differentiation and
scaffolding into the rigorous academic content as they prepare them throughout the year
for the Regents exam in June.
R1.2- Scaffolds and Differentiation
There is an evident challenge both dual-certified and co-teachers face as they
navigate the activities in which they engage students in preparation for this assessment
and the actual tasks students face on the exam. In addition to her concerns about her
students’ language proficiencies and the cultural responsiveness of the test, this same
dual-certified ESL teacher went on to say,
I give them language, poems and texts that they are going to be exposed to on the
test, but we have to create all of these modifications and they don’t modify
anything on the Regents test. And I understand we’re supposed to provide a
gradual release, but that’s not a thing that actually exists in the EmergingTransitioning group. You can’t go from a gradual release of reading a secondgrade level book, which some of them are, to this adapted AP test with a 1200–
1300 Lexile level. So, we do the best we can, and I focus on what they primarily
need to know, what they need to understand and take from a text. I modify texts
for them and they are able to interact with the content. I also use FCAs [Focus
Correction Areas] to provide very specific feedback to them for their writing.
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The need for appropriate scaffolds and differentiation is recognized by all
participating teachers and they are explicit about their plan to deliver increasingly more
difficult tasks as the academic year progresses. A co-teaching team shared their strategies
for scaffolding students into the various reading and writing demands their students will
face. For instance, the English teacher shared,
One thing we do that we really like is to start the year with a novel, but an
accessible novel, because we embed the English 11 curriculum, and this year we
started with The Circuit because the text is easier for them. But we give them Part
3 tasks using this novel so they become familiar with a required Regents task in a
way that they are able to accomplish. And as the year goes on, we will start
incorporating more difficult texts and then actual Regents texts, so they have a
scaffold from easier to more difficult as the year goes on, even though it’s the
same task all along. We also use sentence-starters for their writing until they
become more independent with their written responses.
In addition to engaging students with more challenging texts throughout the year, her coteaching ESL partner extended her response with reference to text-based questioning:
One thing I’ve noticed that we’ve changed as the years have gone on is our
questioning and how we have created more text-based questions that require
students to respond with more than just their own ideas. In the beginning of the
year, we may focus on more recall type questions with a few more challenging
questions sprinkled in, but as the year goes on, we shift to more difficult questions
like they might see on the Regents exam. When we read together, we stop and do
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deep dives into the text with challenging questions and force them to find the
textual evidence to support their answer.
A critical aspect of helping ELL students make connections between their own
experience and the texts they read hinges on the connections they are able to make
between their native language and English. Another dual-certified teacher shared his use
of cognate instruction to help his students make these linguistic connections, particularly
in the realm of the academic vocabulary to which they will be exposed in secondary
content areas, as well as on this assessment:
I try to incorporate cognates in my instruction, aside from the fact that there are
thousands of them from Spanish to English, if you’re not using them in the
classroom, you are missing a huge portion of language learning. But also that
there are many higher level academic words, of cognates, in Spanish and English.
So, our students have academic language, Tier 2 vocabulary, already preprogrammed into their language. So, if you use it correctly and you figure out
how to use it and you teach them how to find those words, now they’ve jumped
ahead of general ed. native language English speakers and writers. In preparing
myself for preparing them for this test, I worked backwards to find these kinds of
strategies of reading and writing to help them. Like for literary analysis, I’ve
learned how to teach them about author’s purpose through word choice, and how
every sentence serves a purpose to help them see the author’s intention.
An English co-teacher also focused on how they helped their students access
lengthier and more demanding texts through the strategies of chunking and pacing:
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We would not water down our curriculum, but we might focus much more in
depth on a shorter piece of the text so that we could address some of the more
complex issues addressed in a novel without having students get lost in the
breadth of the storyline. We sometimes have to spend more time focusing on one
thing because it’s complex or because the students indicate a lack of
understanding, because eventually they have to take the same test as everybody
else. It would be a disservice to them to actually give them something easier,
because that would stop them from succeeding in something that everybody else
has to take. We don’t want to speed things up and lose them. We want to make
sure that they understood certain concepts as a group and individually. That’s
where the co-teaching came in, too, because we would then create different types
of scaffolding, like a gallery walk about a theme or a character’s motivations, or a
need to inference the text for a particular point.
This teacher’s co-teaching ESL partner also shared that they were once praised by their
English department head after an observation: “There is just as much rigor as my
mainstream class in your classroom,” thereby providing evidence that supports this
pedagogical approach to instructing their ELLs with academically challenging work.
Overall, all participants seemed to agree that whether in a co-taught or dualcertified taught setting, preparing students for the English Regents exam is a challenge
due to their students’ limitations in language proficiency; however, exposure to the
rigorous academic ELA content and skills they will encounter on this assessment is
center to their instructional delivery, along with supports like differentiation and
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scaffolding to meet their language proficiency needs. No discrepancy was evident in this
regard either in the dual-certified teacher interviews or the co-teacher interviews.
R1.3- Assessment Score vs. Growth in Learning
In addition, all participants also stated that while they may not necessarily see
their students achieving high scores on this state exam, their students do demonstrate
growth of learning from the beginning to end of the year in these specific ELA and
language proficiency skill sets. As one dual-certified teacher shared,
I don’t value the scores [Regents exam and standardized tests]. Because for my
students, a 40 on the Regents is a victory. If they pass, that’s like, O.K., wow, you
have something special. You have a special mind. You can figure it out very
quickly. But there are a lot of different cognitive abilities. So, when they get a 35
or 40, I’m proud of that. I’m very proud of them. If they get over a 40, that’s
where they are trying their hardest and it’s their language that stops them from
being able to do it. Instead, I get my data from my interactions with them, whether
I’m having a conversation with them or I’m reading their essays. Like, I try to
grow their reading stamina and on that I see a growth from the beginning of the
year, when they don’t make it through as much on their own, to the end. And
because my writing assignments are generally created to connect to the texts they
are reading, I can see the growth of their understanding in their essays. The more
they can articulate their understanding of a text, that definitely grows throughout
the year. I see how they can better analyze the texts at the end of the year.
From this teacher’s perspective, while there is an acceptance that the state
assessment is one indicator of a student’s achievement, it is not the sole indicator of
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student growth in learning. Both teachers in a co-teaching team replied similarly
regarding their students’ scores on the English Regents assessment:
If our students get a 52, we are proud of them, because for a lot of them, they had
to work very hard for that 52. I have to say, even though the Regents doesn’t
always show their growth from September until June, they come a long way. The
majority come a long way. And I think it’s really hard to judge language
acquisition in a short period of time like a year. I feel like they take two steps
forward and one step back and it’ll be frustrating. But we do see growth in the
classroom, like when we teach them indirect characterization or essential idea.
When we give them an activity where they have to pull out a quote from the text
to demonstrate the essential idea and then explain how this quote supports the
essential idea, we’ve seen them grow greatly with the way that they explain.
Through the year, they get deeper understandings about things like central ideas,
organizing their ideas, what the word textual evidence means and how to explain
this. In the beginning of the year, these are not necessarily things they are used to,
but they start to internalize them. And when we do NYSESLAT review, it’s
almost easy to them compared to the Regents. So that is another way you can see
their growth.
In addition to collecting multiple indicators of student learning through various
learning assessments in the classroom, an ESL co-teacher similarly describes the nonlinear nature of language development and demonstrable growth in the classroom:
That’s the difference between the beginning of the year and the end of the year.
They start to feel more comfortable getting out of their comfort zones. They are
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able to start elaborating on their explanations in their writing. When they have to
go back to the text and elaborate on why a quote supports the central idea, that’s
abstract thinking. It takes multiple times of working through this for them to get
it. It’s not like rote learning, but it’s the repetition of dealing with the English
language in a concrete and abstract way, day after day and slowly starting to
understand. That’s why language is not just a linear thing. You think a kid is not
learning, but they are. You know when you see it? You see it the day of the test,
and you are like, wait, they actually listened? They are writing. They are putting
vocabulary in the column, like we taught them. They are using the outlining
strategies, the highlighting strategies, they are annotating the text, everything we
taught them in class. Even for those students who don’t always necessarily stay on
task all the time during the year, you see them using every single thing they
learned. You see that they really internalize those strategies and that’s great to
see. We’ve given them the scaffolding, and their language acquisition may not
have caught up to the test completely yet, but they have the strategies, and they’re
using them. And sometimes you realize they are off track in their writing and it
breaks your heart because they are using these strategies, but because they are
misinterpreting what they are reading, they are going to struggle to pass.
The qualitative data seem to reveal that co-teachers and dual-certified teachers
shared consensus regarding the challenges their ENL students faced in preparing for the
NYS English Regents exam, as well as their approach to the exposure and scaffolding
required for their students to access academically rigorous texts and tasks. They also
seemed to find agreement that although the English Regents scores may not reflect that
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their students have met NYS ELA proficiency standards, they did have evidence
throughout the year that their students have grown in their learning, understandings,
competencies, and skills in regard to language development and ELA content. No
significant discrepancies regarding these themes emerged between co-teachers and dualcertified teachers in their responses.
Research Question 2
R2. In what ways does teacher content-area expertise impact learning in an English as a
New Language/English language arts setting, given the nature of the cultural and
language needs of English Language Learner students and the demands of the Common
Core/Next Generation State Standards for English language arts?
HO: There is no significant difference in scores for students in co-taught and dualcertified taught classes based on teacher content-area knowledge as measured by
the NYS English Regents exam.
To address Research Question 2 quantitatively, an ANOVA test was utilized to
determine if there was a statistically significant difference in the NYS English Regents
scores between the co-taught and the dual-certified taught groups based on teachers’ areas
of certification (i.e., content-area expertise): ESL with English Extension Certified, English
with TESOL Extension Certified, and Co-Teachers each with a full English and ESL
certification working together in the classroom. A one-way ANOVA showed that the
differences in NYS English Regents exam scores between the ESL with English Extension
Certified group (n = 84, M = 45.50, SD = 16.14), the English with TESOL Extension
Certified group (n = 77, M = 48.73, SD = 15.86), and the Co-Teacher teams (n = 209, M =
45.73, SD = 15.96) were not statistically significant between groups, F (2, 367) = 1.13, p
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= .325. A Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances suggested equal variance between
groups, and normality can be assumed as assessed through a Normal Probability QQ Plot
and a boxplot. The boxplot showed that no outliers were present and that the data were
relatively symmetric. In the Normal Probability QQ Plot, the relationship was shown to be
linear in nature between the observed exam scores and the expected normal values, thus
suggesting normality. The null hypothesis was retained.
Table 4.4
Students’ English Scores and Teacher Certifications

N
CoTaught

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std.
Error

95% Confidence
Interval for Mean
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound

Min.

Max.

209

45.73

15.958

1.104

43.55

47.90

16

86

Eng. & TESOL Ext.

77

48.73

15.861

1.808

45.13

52.33

16

83

ESL & English Ext.

84

45.50

16.142

1.761

42.00

49.00

13

86

370

46.30

15.985

.831

44.67

47.93

13

86

Total

Table 4.5
ANOVA of Students’ English Scores

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
575.973
93713.727
94289.700

df
2
367
369

98

Mean Square
287.986
255.351

F
1.128

Sig.
.325

Table 4.6
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Levene
Statistic

df1

df2

Sig.

Students’ English Scores
Based on mean

.244

2

367

.784

Based on median

.213

2

367

.809

Based on median with adjusted df

.213

2

365.385

.809

Based on trimmed mean

.240

2

367

.787

Table 4.7
Robust Tests of Equality of Means: Students’ English Scores
Statistica
df1
df2
Welch
1.135
2
162.850
a. Asymptotically F distributed.

Sig.
.324
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Table 4.8
Post Hoc Tests: Multiple Comparisons With Students’ English Scores as Dependent
Variable (Games-Howell)

Mean
(I) Certifications (J) Certifications Differenc
of Participants
of Participants
e (I-J)
CoTaught
Eng. & TESOL
-3.000
Ext.
ESL & English
.227
Ext.

Std.
Error
2.118

Sig.
.335

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-8.02
2.02

2.079

.993

-4.69

5.15

Eng. & TESOL
Ext.

CoTaught
ESL & English
Ext.

3.000
3.227

2.118
2.524

.335
.409

-2.02
-2.74

8.02
9.20

ESL & English
Ext.

CoTaught
Eng. & TESOL
Ext.

-.227
-3.227

2.079
2.524

.993
.409

-5.15
-9.20

4.69
2.74

Figure 4.3. Simple Boxplot of Students’ English Scores by Certifications of Participants.
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Figure 4.4. Normal Q-Q Plot of English Scores.
R2. Qualitative Data
Research Question 2 served to explore in what ways teacher content-area
expertise impacted learning in an ENL/ELA setting, given the nature of the cultural and
language needs of ELL students and the demands of the Common Core/Next Generation
State Standards for ELA. While the quantitative data demonstrated no significant
statistical difference on students’ NYS English Regents scores as a result of teacher
certification area, teacher perceptions about their background experience and training and
how these impact their work with ELLs in the classroom were culled from the following
interview questions:
•

How long have you been teaching ENL/ELA in our district, and could you
describe your professional background and training as it relates to teaching
this class (dual-certified or co-taught setting)?
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•

When working with students from both the English language support and
ELA content-area perspectives, how would you describe your ability to assist
and support students in their learning based on your specific training and
experience?

Analysis of participant interviews culled out several themes related to students’
academic achievement and learning: the value of having prior experience working with
secondary core content-area curriculum and instruction before stepping into a co-teaching
or dual-certified ENL/ELA teaching role, ability to provide feedback, class size, and
pacing of instruction. All teacher participants were appropriately certified and met state
requirements to serve in their specific teaching roles in this district (i.e., no teacher
participants were teaching an ENL/ELA class outside of their content-area certification as
per NYS Dept. of Education regulations). The years of total teaching experience among
this group ranged from 6–17 years, and their total individual years serving as an
ENL/ELA co-teacher or dual-certified teacher ranged from 2–14 years. Although the
latter category shows a broader range of ENL/ELA teaching experience, quantitatively,
there was no significant statistical difference in students’ English Regents exam scores as
a result of this experience. However, interviews did reveal that all but two of the eight
teacher participants had earned their bachelor’s degrees in a secondary content-area. Five
of the eight hold their bachelor’s degrees in secondary English, while one ESL teacher
had earned his bachelor’s degree in secondary social studies. He later pursued his
master’s degree in TESOL and currently was serving as an ESL co-teacher in the
ENL/ELA 11th-grade EM/TR course. Two ESL teachers who served as dual-certified
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teachers in this course were currently both pursuing their master’s degrees in secondary
English, as well.
R2.1- Transition to the ENL/ELA Teaching Role and Instructional Adjustments
Some of the teachers’ insights will be shared briefly to demonstrate their
perspectives about how their past experiences have impacted their current role and
capacity to serve their ELL students. Dual-certified Teacher A described his background
first as a general education English teacher, then as an ENL/ELA teacher,
Two years prior to working in this district as an ENL teacher, I taught General
Education English and was in the role as a co-teacher for a special education class
where half the students were gen. ed. and half were special ed. So, when I came to
this district, hired as a dual-certified teacher, I received Collins Writing training
which is used district-wide here. The coach showed us all the ways to implement
Type 3s, 4s and 5s (progressively more difficult and formal written responses)
with ELLs. So, a Type 3, which is generally a three-page essay, could be a
paragraph, which can be an ambitious piece of writing for an ELL. I also received
training from a coach who taught us how to teach the Regents texts through closereading activities, which although isn’t necessarily specific to ENL, certainly
helped me to understand how to unlock the meaning of the texts and Regents
questions for my ELL students. SIOP training was embedded in the Collins
Writing training, too. Those strategies really helped me to support them better.
My sense of confidence to help students has grown throughout the years. What
really killed me in the beginning was I had to realize that I was going to have to
focus on helping them with the Regents prep all year. I’m not necessarily giving
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them practice Regents exams all year, but I’m going to have to tailor all my
instruction to writing for the Regents tasks, not to what I think writing should be
about expressively, informatively or professionally. There are two tasks, the
argumentative and the literary/informative text analysis. That’s their writing for
the year and when I submitted to that, it was almost like it took the fun out of
teaching because these are the two tasks they really need to learn. So that was my
biggest challenge, but as I have continued to teach them these skills, I’ve realized
that this approach covers a lot of bases to teaching them good writing in general. I
have developed creative ways to make it more engaging to them, though. If it’s
not engaging, they’re not going to learn it.
This teacher came to his new role with an understanding regarding ELA content and the
English Regents exam but recognized the need to adjust his instruction for his ELLs.
Dual-certified Teacher B shared a similar experience in having served in a prior district
as a General Education English teacher, then stepping into her role with a TESOL
extension certification which has been recently completed,
This is my eighth year teaching and my fifth year teaching ENL students. I
originally came to this district with just an English certification, and an Advanced
Placement (AP) certification also, but was hired with the contingency that I would
receive my TESOL extension. So, for the past five years, I’ve been working
toward that. I’ve completed my coursework and test, so I’m in the process of
applying for my TESOL certification. The courses were great and some of them
offered some really good strategies, but for me the real learning was on the job. I
don’t feel like the courses offered any sort of support for how to really bridge the
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gap between what the state expects them to do and what they are capable of
doing. My training has focused on Collins Writing and SIOP. What I really love
are the FCAs of Collins, though. I think when I first started teaching ENL
students, I was so overwhelmed with how much I needed to correct [on their
papers], and I felt like it was so disheartening to students, too. You know, you
work hard on something and they get their work back and it’s bleeding with
corrections. And I feel almost guilty, especially because my background is in
English and I’m used to correcting grammar and sentence structure, but my
students didn’t even understand the feedback I was giving them. So the FCAs
have been a tremendous help for them and me. As for the Regents, with my AP
certification, I understand the literature and the aspects that I want them to get
from it. And then taking the TESOL classes, you kind of really see the distinction
of what you want them to know vs. what you need them to know. I think having
the dual certification has given me the ability to focus what they primarily need to
get out of a text. But my first year here was the most difficult year I’ve ever had
in teaching in general. I went from teaching AP Literature in a private school to
teaching Beginner and Intermediate ENL. I was so far out of my depth. I was lost.
The classes I was taking weren’t really . . . they just didn’t help. And that’s why I
said a lot of the learning comes from being part of it, mostly for the pacing.
Everything you think you’ve prepared for, and then you go into the classroom
with a project that you think will take a week and it takes them three weeks. Now,
in my fifth year, I know what they are going to be able to handle. I know how
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long things are going to take, even though the students vary from year to year, it
just kind of becomes instinctual.
While these two dual-certified teachers came into their roles from the general
education secondary English teaching perspective, dual-certified Teacher C began her
teaching career as an ESL teacher with a bachelor’s degree in TESOL K–12, then shifted
to an ENL/ELA co-teaching role, and is now serving as a dual-certified teacher with her
secondary English master’s degree in progress:
I’ve been teaching ENL for six years in our district with the first two years as a
stand-alone ENL classroom teacher and the next two as a co-teacher in ENL/ELA
11 Emerging Transitioning. These last two years, I’ve been teaching by myself in
the ENL/ELA classroom as a dual-certified teacher. I’ve had multiple SIOP
trainings and one on one coaching, which were great, and I’ve also had Collins
Writing training. My English co-teacher and I also went to collaborative training
with Andrea Honigsfeld. I also student taught both at the high school and in the
kindergarten, so those language acquisition strategies, text to print and learning
how to read were some things that have really helped me with my students, even
though they are older high school students. Co-teaching, though, was the best for
me in learning about the content area from somebody who teaches that every day.
I don’t think I could have taught this alone before co-teaching. Do I think I need
to be co-teaching now for my students to have the same results? No, but I don’t
think I could have gotten to where I am now without my co-teacher. My coteacher and I have written curriculum together and he was very knowledgeable in
the area, so I was able to work with him outside of school and during the summer
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to really understand the English Regents. He brought the content-area knowledge
and I brought the strategies for our ELL students. That really helped us create
embedded practices and stand alone practice for our students. So I feel like the coteaching for me was forced collaborative teaching and learning. And for the
students, they were getting both perspectives. The content knowledge from a fulltime English teacher is something I couldn’t have gotten on my own. I know my
students. I know ENL strategies and practices, but I’m not an English teacher.
And now I feel like I’m truly an English teacher for ESL students in my own
classroom as a result.
From the co-teaching perspective, both English and ESL teachers seem to agree
that sharing their particular content-area expertise together serves to create a positive
learning environment as they “stretch” one another’s thinking in regard to their collective
students’ learning needs. A positive tension exists as they co-plan and co-instruct in a
manner that serves to prepare their students for rigorous academic demands, while they
also provide appropriate pacing and scaffolds. ESL Co-teacher A described the shifts he
experienced after having taught ESL independently for a length of time, then became a
co-teacher to two separate English teachers with whom he has worked daily for the past 5
years,
My undergraduate was in Social Studies and I have a master’s in TESOL. I
started my teaching career in the NYC Public School system as a Social Studies
teacher for about five years, then as an ESL teacher since 1998. I started teaching
ESL in this district’s high school in 2000. Back then ESL students’ needs and
abilities were different than now. Back then I could teach Old Man and the Sea or
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A Streetcar Named Desire, but now their English language knowledge is not the
same; they need a lot more support and pacing time, which is why the co-teaching
has been great. I can work with higher level students and she is able to work with
a lower level group of students, or vice versa. When we started working together
as co-teachers, my adjustment wasn’t with ENL students, but with working with
another teacher. Initially, we would argue because she was a trained English
teacher and she would be like, you’re giving them everything. And I would be
like, what do you mean? We can’t teach them like a regular class like here’s your
assignment; let’s go. It doesn’t work for them. You have to explain everything to
them and make sure they even understand the assignment first. As the year goes
on, then you give them more independent work. Now, it’s become seamless. We
blend the content and the language together. We have been teaching this together
for so long now, we just know what they need for the English content and what
they need for the ESL supports. We also agree that you can never assume
anything. Not anything. Ever. You can’t assume that they know what a Boy Scout
is or an oven or anything. It’s always a balance between us.
Both of his English teacher partners agreed that there were necessary adjustments which
had to occur to help their students meet with success. One stated,
I have a bachelor’s degree in English and a master’s degree in literacy, all for
secondary. I did most of the classes for the TESOL, but I haven’t finished. I also
teach English 10 (gen. ed.) and reading at a local community college. We did
participate in co-teacher training with Andrea Honigsfeld together, along with
SIOP training, Collins Writing training and English Regents exam training. I do

108

remember that my first year co-teaching was shocking, and I have to say I learned
a lot from him [co-teaching ESL partner]. For example, what I thought I was
planning out for a two-day lesson, we would accomplish in five days. So, one
thing I learned was that it took much longer to get through something, but there’s
nothing wrong with that. You give them as long as they need, as long as it helps
them. Beside learning that everything takes a very, very long time with them, I
also learned that you have to model every single thing that you do every day. So,
everything, everything. I also had no idea how you prepare ESL students for the
English Regents when they didn’t even speak the language yet. I was really
nervous about that in the beginning, but we have worked through what it is they
need, and I’ve calmed down a lot. But I think we both came to recognize what we
need to do differently to give them what they need. Like my pacing has changed
significantly and he knows that we aren’t going to be there with the students on
the day of the Regents, so they have to learn to work independently with the
strategies we have taught them. It’s a constant balance.
His other co-teaching partner, a full-time English teacher who also teaches English 12
Honors three periods a day, agreed but seemed to struggle with balancing how they are
providing students with both independent productive struggle and instructional support:
Sometimes I am like they have got to do the work themselves. And we disagree
because he is like, no, they need more instructional support, language support, to
get to the English content objective. So, we have to gauge for how long we let
them have some productive struggle without losing them in the process.
Sometimes they do need that intervention. There are other strategies that we use
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for helping them with their independent reading, too. We have worked through
most of it, but there’s always something new we can try.
Another English co-teacher described his instructional shifts between teaching
General Education courses to the ENL/ELA classes, particularly regarding pacing and
providing individualized supports:
The benefit of the co-teaching model for me was that it taught me how to pace
myself better. I realized that when teaching a sub-group of students, Special
Education or ENL, it was important to realize that pacing is a key factor, knowing
when to slow down, knowing what to focus on and learning from each other as to
how to give each student the time that they need to learn and develop in their best
possible way. Maybe because we focused on the language more, or helping them
develop their understandings in another language, really helped me focus on
slowing it down to the specific parts of their comprehension and understandings. I
almost had to go back to the basics about their learning needs and not rush them
through a curriculum.
R2.2- Opportunity for Individual Feedback and Impacts of Class Size
In addition to the instructional adjustments both dual-certified teachers and coteacher teams experienced as they shifted roles into their respective ENL/ELA settings,
each participant shared their perspectives about how their particular teaching model
provided opportunities to offer students individual feedback, either in the co-taught
classroom setting or as an individual dual-certified teacher. A lack of time and class size
are sub-topics related to feedback opportunities, and were of concern to dual-certified
teachers in particular. According to one dual-certified teacher, there is an evident
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discrepancy in her ability to provide the individualized support her ELLs need due to the
number of students in her classroom:
This year I have a class of nine who attend regularly and it’s so much easier to
teach a smaller group. I also have classes where I have 21 students who are
Emerging-Transitioning and it’s overwhelming. And I think it’s a little unfair
because if you look at special education classes, they are capped at 15 for a
reason, because their students need that individualized attention. Our students
need the same, and this year with the smaller class, I find I can do that more
effectively. I also feel I’ve been most successful with my students and I attribute
that to a smaller class size, not that it’s my fifth year here. And it’s because I have
the time to sit with every one of my students for at least five minutes to go over
their essays in depth, ask them questions, give them feedback. And I have that
time with them. If I had that extra body in the room, a co-teacher, I do think it
would be much easier to give them the individual feedback they need. And when
we read a text, I can get around to each student to do deep reads with them, to
help them with vocabulary or comprehension.
Being the sole teacher in the classroom creates some specific challenges in working with
students individually in order to support their learning and understandings of the content,
which was shared by her dual-certified colleague, but he also added that working
independently allowed him greater flexibility. However, he also added that he was
missing the shoulder-to-shoulder collaboration he would have if he worked with a coteacher,
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The benefit of being a single teacher in the class is the independence I have to
make all of my own decisions. Where in co-teaching, you have to compromise
and plan with someone else, and sometimes your styles may not mesh, in my own
classroom I am able to bring my philosophy about classroom management, or I’m
able to tailor my interests to the students’ interests, so there is a freedom to that.
But if you have two teachers working together who work really well together, I
think it would be more effective than what I’m able to do by myself in the class. I
think co-teaching with someone who I like working with collaboratively, like
there is an ENL teacher I would love to work with in the classroom because we
collaborate a lot on our own anyway, that could help my instruction. She could be
working with this group of students on X, Y, or Z and I could work on something
else with another group. And the writing conferences with my students are
everything for my writing instruction. We spend days on modeling the writing
and helping them write an essay. But they need me there. I need to be
conferencing with them one on one while they’re writing, but there’s only 45
minutes in a period and it’s really a challenge to have enough time to sit with each
one of them. If I see two kids are in the same exact section of their essay, I’ll pull
them both up together, because that saves some time. But for the most part, when
I’m working one on one, I feel like they pick up the nuances of writing that they
have the most difficulty with. And think about all of the other direct instruction
lessons that I have to do about the concepts of literature which they’ve never
learned, never heard of before. That is a challenge when you’re alone in the room.

112

Another dual-certified teacher shared her insights regarding class size and her ability to
provide feedback as a former co-teacher and now on her own:
The benefit I saw when I co-taught with my English teaching partner was
definitely the two perspectives you have in the classroom with the students.
Sometimes you’re not noticing something that the other teacher is picking up on.
Also, providing help for the students depends on class size. I can handle
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students on my own, but when you are co-teaching, you can have way more of an
ability to maximize your feedback to students and to meet their needs, whatever
that is for any particular lesson. When you’re preparing students for the Regents
who are on a 3rd- or 4th-grade reading level, 24 is a large class size for one
teacher. My max class size right now is 21 and it’s manageable for me, but there
are still some days that I don’t get to every student, or I haven’t checked every
student’s work as I’m circulating simply because of the large number of students
in the room. What I miss most about co-teaching in the classroom is the ability to
conference in class. If you have two teachers, you can conference and get through
the whole class in one period. If we’re doing editing or rewriting our final copy of
the essay or checking off our graphic organizer before moving on to the next step,
one of us can conference and the other can teach or check their work and we can
get through it much faster. When I’m by myself, I can only give the last ten
minutes of class time to conferencing because of the lack of time and the rest of
the class can get off task. So, I feel like that’s a challenge for the dual-certified
class. I feel like I don’t give them as much feedback daily as I used to when I was
in a co-teaching environment.
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Co-teaching teams recognized their ability to capitalize on their joint expertise
and their ability to provide students with individualized, timely feedback. Her former coteaching English partner shared similar perspectives regarding their work together:
We were really able to differentiate our instruction together. It really helped us
focus on each individual student and what their path would be toward
understanding. Working together helped us find different ways to break through
some of the barriers our students faced that we might not have seen if there wasn’t
somebody else in the room. Trying to figure out the needs of 25 complex
adolescents . . . I’m sure a dual-certified teacher can do it, but there is just a better
ability to respond to them and figure them out when you have two adults working
together in the room. When you have two teachers, we could figure out how to
make the student feel more like individual attention is being placed on them.
There are two people there really invested in each of their successes. And so that
makes them feel more confident. That lowers their guard a little more in a good
way. And that helps them be more vulnerable to just taking some risks. So
sometimes it was just that kind of feeling and that was the best part of the coteaching model.
One of the English co-teacher participants also touted the benefits of co-teaching from a
similar perspective of individualized feedback:
As far as the co-teaching goes, I give the dual-certified teachers a lot of credit. I
don’t know how they do it because there is such a big discrepancy of language
abilities in the classroom. But the benefit we have is that we are able to, because
there are two of us, we’re able to reach more students. Just like when you did the
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observation, you saw how many hands were going up and how many students had
questions. So, we are able to separate them into lower and higher level groups and
we work to build up their specific skills and to give them individual feedback. I
think about how many questions they have and I think, how can one person in the
classroom do that? Or like how they always want us to check their work, make
sure they’re on the right track before moving on? We’re running all over the place
to give them that individual feedback and they are constantly asking us to look at
this, look at this. That is one plus about co-teaching, how we can help them
individually more because there are two of us, especially with writing
assignments.
Observational data support this teacher’s perspective, in that she and her co-teacher
provided specific feedback to students 68 times during a one-period lesson that lasted
approximately 45 minutes. Between this set of co-teachers, students were given specific
feedback about: translation of vocabulary and cognates, sentence structure corrections,
use of textual evidence, verb tense use between Spanish and English, verbalization of a
student’s ideas prior to putting it in writing, comprehension of text, motivational verbal
support, and other elements of reading and writing. The other co-taught classrooms had
similar rates of frequency in individualized feedback, whereas dual-certified classroom
settings provided more whole group or small group feedback opportunities, with
individualized feedback provided about 20 times per period, on average. There seems to
be a shared recognition between dual-certified and co-teachers that having two teachers
in the room provides students with more opportunities for individualized attention and
feedback in order to support their specific needs. Class size seems to be a factor in dual-
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certified teachers’ ability to provide their students with support, given the fact that they
do not have a co-teacher with whom to share this responsibility, particularly in the area of
writing instruction.
Research Question 3
R3. What are the perceptions of co-teachers and dual-certified teachers about each
of these models in regard to the efficacy of each on English Language Learner
learning? HO: There is no relationship between the ELL student learning experience
in a high school ELA content-area class and the co-taught or dual-certified taught
model.
Research Question 3 serves to explore in general the teachers’ perceptions of the
co-taught and dual-certified taught models as these relate to the efficacy of ELL learning.
No quantitative data were utilized for this question; however, teacher perceptions about
their professional experience and work with ELLs in the classroom were culled from the
following interview questions:
•

In your experience, what are the benefits and/or challenges of a cotaught/dual-certified taught approach to ENL/ELA instruction?

•

What do you observe about your students’ willingness to take risks in your
class?

•

Overall, how has this shift in our instructional approach because of CR Part
154 impacted student learning and achievement in secondary ELA based upon
your observations?

Analysis of participant interviews culled out several themes related to students’
learning experiences in the secondary ENL/ELA classroom which fell into two
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categories, those related to the importance of the relationship between teachers and their
students in creating a supportive learning environment, and teachers’ perspectives
regarding their own needs for support in order to provide the best possible outcomes for
their students. Themes related to supportive learning environments fell into the following
sub-categories: students’ perseverance, motivation to learn, self-confidence, and risktaking. Themes related to teachers’ needs for support included the following: professional
development, training, and collaboration.
R3.1- Students’ Perseverance, Motivation to Learn, Self-Confidence, and
Risk-Taking
All participants shared and expressed a mutual understanding of the challenges
their ELL students face in both learning a new language and striving to meet the rigorous
academic expectations set forth by the New York State English Learning Standards, as
measured by the English Regents exam. They also expressed how important it was for
their students to know that they understood these challenges and that they had the support
they needed in order to remain motivated to meet the Regents exam’s challenges with
success, even if not on their first try, which also necessitates students’ perseverance in
coming back to re-take the exam multiple times. Meeting students’ social-emotional
needs was demonstrated in these interviews, as well. For example, a co-teaching team
ESL teacher shared the value of the teacher-student relationship and its impact on student
perseverance, particularly from the perspective of taking the Regents exam:
Forming relationships with them is a big part of teaching ELLs. You can’t just
come in like in a college class, where a professor comes in, teaches and then goes
home. You have to form personal relationships. We try to instill that we care
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about them and we want them to do well. We treat them with dignity and respect
and have empathy for their situation. But I think if you don’t do that with ELLs
and you don’t get the kids to buy in, I don’t think you are going to be successful.
They won’t go that extra mile. I mean, I think a lot of kids are like that, but
especially them. And we always have to keep it positive for them. You’re going to
pass this test. You are doing great, just hang in there, and they do. And when the
work is really challenging, we tell them they are right. It is challenging. It is hard.
That’s what I’ve learned from teaching years and years. I would have fought them
in the old days. Now we say, you’re right, and you take their argument away from
them. Then you tell them how to find that grit that they need. We tell them, you
can do this. Show me. Let’s do this together. You are going to get it. Stick with it.
And you challenge them in the moment.
In addition to explaining how they provided students with a sense of support as they work
through these challenging goals, his English co-teaching partner also spoke to how their
ELLs need to know explicitly that there is genuine care in the teacher-student relationship
which serves to galvanize students in their motivation to learn:
When they see that we care, they try harder. They need to see that we care. I love
my job. It’s incredibly rewarding to see how these students accomplish what they
do, even with all of the challenges that they face. I am proud of them and I make
sure we let them know that.
A dual-certified teacher also recognized the need to support his students through the
potential discouragement they may face as they prepare for the assessment:
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I teach 11th grade so, unfortunately, they are most likely not going to pass; it’s a
10 to 20% pass rate for me, but I’m laying the groundwork for them. And it hurts.
It’s discouraging for them and me. But I try not to have it affect them too hard. I
never tell them they are going to fail, but they have friends who are older than
them who have taken the test a few times, so they are aware of it to an extent. So,
I try to approach it with a little bit of transparency and they kind of understand
what my role is, that I’m on their side and I’m not going to penalize them for
doing a bad job on an essay or not understanding something. It takes a really long
time, and there’s a very big learning curve. And I feel like I’m truthful with them,
and I try to motivate them, and I give them a lot of benefit of the doubt, especially
when they have a rough life at home.
An English co-teacher also highlighted the importance of creating bonds with students, as
well as a classroom environment that feels more like a community,
My co-teaching partner and I had a kind of mother/father approach with our
students in that we really tried to nurture and help them by using our individual
personalities and expertise. And it was like a bond, a strong connection with our
students. It was like a family atmosphere, almost, because our ELLs saw how we
were working together and that we were really trying to make it work for them. It
felt like we were all trying to reach a common goal together. It was a team effort,
not only for the Regents, but for life, for the life skills they will need. And a lot of
it by the end of the year was in terms about how far they had come along in what
they were willing to try to do to get better. They were feeling comfortable enough
to take that extra step. You don’t know what they’ve been through. You don’t
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know what they’ve seen. You don’t know what they’ve experienced. You don’t
know why they are quiet. You don’t know what that look is. So, we just tried
different strategies to help them understand that the atmosphere is safe here in this
room. It’s safe. And whatever you’ve experienced, whatever you feel you can’t
do, or if somebody told you can’t or if you had a terrible teacher in Honduras, or
wherever, or somebody was overly strict with you, that’s not what we are doing
here. Here, we are trying to help you, and you can trust us. And some have a lot of
trust issues, but eventually you can help them open up and show them how these
life issues can actually make them stronger.
A dual-certified teacher agreed with the perspective regarding the larger picture of his
ELLs’ lives and how the teacher-student relationship is a long-term one to support them
in meeting their goals:
You know, 20% of my students pass the test between June and January, and some
I might never see again, but I try to encourage them that there is a future and they
can get to graduation. I think my students that are here are really trying to get that
degree because they’re the first ones to get it. They’re unaccompanied minors.
They’re working toward citizenship. It’s the reason they came to this country, to
get a better education, and graduating is like their ticket to solidify that they made
it. We do a lot of risk prevention here. Even if students fail this year, I will have
them back in my room to work with them whenever they can next year if they
want. They know we are here to keep helping them until they pass and can
graduate.
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Another dual-certified teacher shared the critical nature of helping students work through
their frustrations:
It’s really important to help them understand, so I stay with them until they really
know whatever it is they are struggling with. They want to understand, so if I
don’t stick with them until they get it, they would view me as a teacher that just
doesn’t care. It’s a normal feeling, and a majority of them push themselves, push
each other, ask questions, are risk takers. The kids that aren’t risk takers are either
long-term ELLs and have been in the program forever, and they’re over it. Their
frustration is at a max because they haven’t had someone telling them to work
through the frustration. That’s why I need them to know I’m sticking with them
until they get it. I care. So, I do the best I can, and I tell my students all the time,
the test is very hard. It is very hard, but you have to try and if you don’t pass it,
you can take it again. But for some weaker students, it’s a very real realization
they have that no matter how many times they take it, they may not pass or get the
appeal, and for those who might age out of the system soon, that is a very difficult
reality in helping them to keep trying. For most, though, having an English class
in their schedule allows them to feel part of the high school community, which
boosts their morale and gives them the motivation to work toward passing.
Co-teachers and dual-certified teachers alike provided evidence of their awareness
of meeting their students’ social-emotional needs in order to support them in their
motivation, perseverance, and willingness to take risks to meet with greater academic
success, despite the likelihood that they may not meet the NYS proficiency requirements
on the English Regents exam in their first attempt. Teachers also provided their personal
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insights about the impacts of the CR Part 154 instructional shifts to include either a cotaught or dual-certified taught content-area course, professional development, and their
need for collegial collaboration as they each grapple with the challenges they face in the
classroom.
R3.2- Benefits and Impacts of CR Part 154 on ELL Learning Experiences
Consensus among this group of teachers that CR Part 154 regulations to require
either a dual-certified or co-teaching team in a secondary content-area course have been
beneficial to their students’ academic success is evident. As one dual-certified teacher
explains, it was the instructional support provided for both the content area and the
language development support which helped ELLs to be more successful in his English
classroom. He also shared how his content-area expertise and language support
knowledge and experience assisted him in supporting his students:
Had I just had a degree in ENL, I’d be missing a lot of the ELA content, the
literary elements, writing strategies, the components of a story, the understandings
around literature combined with informational texts. So, I don’t think I’d be able
to do what I do now if I wasn’t trained in English first, and having taught general
education for a few years prior to teaching ENL/ELA. I’m teaching the same
content now. That hasn’t changed. I’m trying to make it through the major literary
elements throughout the year and teach them how to look at a piece of writing in
the most analytical way possible, while at the same time facilitating their
language growth. It’s paramount that I do both. If this course was taught by an
ESL teacher without the content background, they would not be getting the
literary analysis piece, necessarily, unless that teacher was a really, really good
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reader with a depth of understanding about literature, or they took it upon
themselves to understand it. But if you aren’t trained in it, then you may not be
able to pass on that ability to analyze text and writing strategies to students. Then
the kids are at a loss for that. So, the dual certification is necessary because you
have to look at the English content and the language development. Those are two
separate things. Similarly, in a different content-area, you couldn’t just throw
them into a general education section with no language support available through
a co-teacher or dual-certified teacher, because they would sink. Unless, like I said,
that teacher is willing to learn how to do that. But unfortunately, many general ed.
teachers push back when they have ELLs, like “How do I reach this student?” But
a lot of our students are in general ed. classes because they have a certain level of
proficiency, but they struggle and the teachers struggle. I think 100% in our
district, it could only help to have co-teachers working together in other contentareas. Not just because of test scores, but they get another adult perspective,
another role model in their life. Or, if it’s just a dual-certified teacher like me, I
have a better understanding of their situation, their language learning, and I know
the content. I’ve graded Regents exam every year and I know what they need to
get these points, and I understand the challenges they face in getting there. I
would imagine it would be the same in other content areas, too.
When asked about the shift in instructional models as a result of CR Part 154, this
English co-teacher was also supportive of the move toward co-teaching in the secondary
English classroom, not only for students, but for the teachers involved, as well:
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So, it’s the [co-teaching] model itself that I’m a huge fan of. When both teachers
in the partnership are willing to open themselves up to being a little vulnerable
and commit to what success looks like in the room, I think it’s really beneficial to
students, not just for the skill-building and test-taking, but for lifelong learning.
We are not part of the other 23 hours of their lives, but we are there as a model for
them and as their cheerleaders, working together to deliver any strategy they may
need. And it’s not just the ELLs in the room, but sometimes it’s as much for the
teachers working together and learning new perspectives about teaching and
learning.
His former co-teaching partner, who is now dual-certified, shared similar support for
broadening this approach into other secondary content-areas:
As much as we usually hate yet another regulation telling us what to do, I think
this is forcing all of us to realize that this is our population now. About 30% or
more of our population do not have English as a first language, so opening the
eyes of ESL teachers to say you need to know more content to connect with your
students and to content-area teachers to say you need to have better strategies to
support your ELLs in learning the content you’re teaching has forced teachers and
administrators to really make sure we are supporting these students, because the
numbers did show that we weren’t necessarily accomplishing that as a state
before. And on the secondary level, I really do think it’s helping with their overall
achievement, because a lot of them are exposed to English more frequently as a
result of being scheduled into content-area courses that are not bilingual. So, I
think it’s really making us at least teach everybody ENL supports by either
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making people get their TESOL extension, which is 12 credits, or by working in a
co-teaching model.
The former stand-alone ESL teacher who now works in the co-teaching teams of
two English teachers also shared the perspective of his past ENL groups vs. those of
today as another benefit these changes may be having for ELL achievement:
The students we have now, their academic needs are so much greater than they
were maybe 7, 8, 9 years ago. They need much more support now and I think this
change has helped a lot. I mean, the Regents has obviously changed over time, but
I just feel that if I had to do now what I did 15 years ago with the students we
have now, it would be really difficult to try to implement that by myself and to get
through the curriculum. Not only are their needs greater, but there are just so
many more distractions that they deal with, more students working and living
alone. The type of student and the situations they’re in today has changed
dramatically from what happened back then. They need more. And I think coteaching in other content areas might even be more valuable, because the content
has gotten so much more complex. I think especially in Social Studies, which is a
brutal class for ENL students because it’s a text-rich subject with a lot of writing.
As long as the co-teachers get along, I think it’s really helpful to the students.
They like it when we talk, laugh, joke around, it makes them enjoy the class, too.
And I think having two teachers in the room helps you notice more when students
aren’t understanding something. They might be very amiable and shake their
heads like they understand, because they want to please the teacher, but I might
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pick up that they don’t really get it and then we can go back and spend more time
on it, whether it’s the content or the language.
Another dual-certified teacher shared her perspective about the opportunity to work with
her ELL students in a manner that is “organic” and inclusive of both content and
language learning:
As far as the benefits of being dual-certified, I have a lot of English background.
My background isn’t just in language acquisition. It’s in English literature,
English writing, especially with my AP certification. So, I understand the
literature and the aspects that I want them to get from it, the really important
parts. And then taking the TESOL classes, you kind of really see the distinction of
what you want them to know vs. what you need them to know. I think the dual
certification has given me the ability to do both. For me, this is an intuitive kind
of change. It just makes sense that our ELLs should be taking an English class
with a teacher who is able to tailor it to their needs. To me, that makes sense. I’m
also able to look for common themes in the curriculum and see if I can find
literature that kind of falls along that theme, but at a lower Lexile level, something
that’s more attainable to them. I’m not saying that a teacher who isn’t certified in
English couldn’t do that, but I think for me anyway, having my background in
English helps with that. In that sense, though, having an extra person to do that
with in a co-taught class has got to be tremendous. Through both of these models,
though, students are having a learning experience in a content area where they are
interacting with the language rather than “learning” the language. I provide them
modifications of the content and modeling, and learning the language is more
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cohesive and organic than learning either the content or the language separately. I
know push-in and pull-out methods have never really had a lot of success. I was
speaking with an ENL teacher here who came to this country when she was
young, and did horribly in Social Studies because she was always pulled out
during that class to learn English. She said she still struggles to this day with some
of the concepts because she missed the foundations. So, for me, I love that this is
a class where students don’t feel separated out and their learning isn’t disjointed.
Teacher participants identified various perspectives regarding the implementation
of the co-taught and dual-certified taught instructional models as a result of CR Part 154.
During their interviews, though, they also expressed their utilization of collaborative
practices with each other, and other members of the English and ENL department
colleagues.
R3.3- Professional Collaboration
Collaboration among this group is frequently self-directed and occurs in an
informal manner. While all cited formal professional development training as they
prepared for their roles and as part of district support, these other interactions seem to be
valued and a regular occurrence during teachers’ prep periods, after school, or during the
summer for the purposes of co-planning, sharing of resources and strategies, and as a
mutual support system, regardless of whether they were in a co-teaching or dual-certified
role. Teachers also shared their suggestions for the continued support of the work they do
with students in order to grow their own learning and repertoire. One dual-certified
teacher shared how he utilized time with an ESL colleague to plan and share resources:
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There is another ESL teacher that I talk to all the time, because I also teach an
after-school Regents prep class and she shares with me what she is doing in her
class, and it’s almost always the same as what I’m working on, like we have very
similar ideas, styles, and methods. And I also teach an Academic Writing class
[for ELLs] and I actually meet every day during my prep period with a different
ENL teacher to co-plan for this class. Even though we don’t teach it together, we
plan the course together and teach it separately. As for additional training, I’m
confident with what I’m doing now, but I do wish we had more coaching, more
sound-boarding, where it’s formal in that it’s a required part of our work, but
informal in that it’s with maybe another teacher who is here in our building.
Although we have a professional coach come in a few times a year, he’s not part
of our district, not part of the everyday. It would be nice to have like an
instructional specialist, like a colleague who is able to give good feedback and it’s
non-judgmental. It’s not attached to your APPR evaluation scores, but it’s just for
your own personal growth and to provide insight. You know, someone who’s
going to look at our work and say, is this working? Do you think it’s working? Do
you think this needs a change?
Another dual-certified teacher reminisced about her past experience co-teaching and her
current connection to the English department as a resource:
When I co-taught, I was also teaching one class on my own, so I was able to use
my co-teacher as a reference for my questions and for resources. I would talk to
him about a behavior issue I was dealing with or ask him why we did a lesson a
certain way. Now, I feel that I am still well supported with both prior training and
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because I am welcome to English department meetings. I’m part of the English
community, and that’s what is great about our school. I can go to the English
department head with a question or an English teacher. I can collaborate with
them. So, I feel that my training with ELA support provided me with a lot of
colleagues and experiences to work alongside them. I score the English Regents
exam with them, so I know every claim question for every year. I’ve gotten a lot
of professional training here, which I was lacking from my previous district. I also
frequently collaborate with two other teachers who teach Regents Prep and
Academic Writing. They work with some higher level ENL students so they share
strategies with me, which I find amazing because we are finally trying to
streamline some of our scaffolds as a group. So many of us are either co-teaching
or are dual-certified and both groups are saying we are worried about our
students. How are we going to make it better for them? And so, we are
collaborating in that way. And in a way, I think that’s helping our students in
other content areas, too. Maybe our students are more comfortable taking a
content-area course in English because they are getting a lot of ENL support. One
thing I would say about co-teaching, though, is that districts that decide to do this
really need to know their teachers in order for the co-teaching partnership to be
meaningful and successful. Are they going to force people into it without the right
supports or are they going to bring teachers in who are open to this change to
working with someone else? And in order to have a flow of instruction that is
seamless, planning time is really essential. If they are going to use this model,
they need to ensure there is proper training, support and continuity.
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Overall, all teacher participants stood in support of the instructional shifts elicited
by CR Part 154 in utilizing a co-taught or dual-certified taught instructional model in a
secondary content-area course, but professional development support and collaborative
opportunities seem to be a valued part of their independent growth as a teacher and to
provide the resources they need as they plan for students’ learning experiences. It is
evident that co-planning occurs interdepartmentally between both English and ESL
teachers who serve in these roles, based on participants’ responses. Research Question 3
served to elicit teachers’ perceptions regarding their ELL students’ learning experiences
in their respective classroom settings. Two themes which emerged from their insights
included those related to supporting their students’ social-emotional needs in order to
help them meet with greater academic success, and those related to their own professional
growth needs in their role as an ENL/ELA teacher. No divergent perspectives seemed
evident in their individual interviews based upon their role as a co-teacher or dualcertified teacher, and a sense of mutual support among ENL/ELA colleagues was
apparent in this particular group of teacher participants.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to explore quantitative and qualitative data related
to ELL student achievement on the NYS English Regents exam based upon the
instructional model utilized (co-taught or dual-certified taught), teaching expertise as per
certification area (Co-Taught, English w/TESOL Ext., and TESOL w/English Ext.), and
overall teacher perceptions about ELLs’ learning experiences. Quantitatively, there was
no significant statistical difference identified for either instructional model or teacher
expertise based upon students’ June 2018 and June 2019 NYS English Regents exam

130

scores. Qualitatively, teacher participants provided significant context related to each of
the three research questions addressed, which will be analyzed in greater detail in Chapter
5. However, for most of the themes that emerged, co-teachers and dual-certified teachers
alike seemed to be in agreement, except in the areas related to providing student feedback
and class size in the dual-certified classroom setting. These will be addressed in the
upcoming discussion of the data. In addition, the next chapter will include the integration
of this study’s results with prior research.
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CHAPTER 5
Discussion
The purpose of this convergent mixed methods study was to identify to what
extent ELL student learning and achievement are affected by a co-taught model or a dualcertified teaching model in secondary ELA. The research questions for this study focused
on: to what extent the co-taught instructional model impacts ELL student achievement in
a high school ELA content-area class as compared to a dual-certified model; how teacher
content-area expertise may impact ELL student learning in the secondary ELA
classroom; and teacher perceptions about the efficacy of the co-taught and dual-certified
taught instructional models. This chapter will serve to provide deeper analysis about the
quantitative and qualitative data related to each of these research questions, in addition to
providing a discussion about how this study’s findings connect to or diverge from
previous research. Ultimately, though, the current research in this area is limited due to
the implementation of CR Part 154 regulations being so recent from a research
perspective; therefore, the findings of this study may lend some insights regarding these
instructional models and their efficacy for secondary ELL achievement and content-area
learning experiences as a result of CR Part 154. Included in this chapter will be a
discussion regarding the limitations of this study, as well as recommendations for
educational practitioners and considerations for future studies.
Implications of the Findings
From a broad perspective, this study was conceived out of the concerns posed by
recent national and state data trends in regard to ELL academic achievement and
graduation rates. More so, the indication that the gaps between ELLs and their general
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education peers are not only not improving, but may actually be worsening over time,
despite federal accountability implementations like ESSA, serves to further raise these
concerns. The researcher brought to this study a significant understanding of the CCSS,
the NYS English Regents exam, and the challenges that secondary ELLs face in meeting
these with success as high-stakes graduation requirements. In an effort to shed light on
how best to serve our ELL students, this study was developed in a manner that explored
the relationship between the teacher and the student, and how the interactions between
each serve to foster cognitive learning and deeper understandings; in particular,
Bandura’s social learning theory (1977) and Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory lent the
theoretical underpinnings for this exploration.
In particular, Bandura’s (1993) social learning theory established the concept of
“self-efficacy,” which he defined as “people’s beliefs about their capabilities to exercise
control over their own level of functioning and over events that affect their lives” (p.
118). According to Bandura (2006), self-efficacy is important to social cognitive theory
because not only does it affect action directly, but it affects goal setting. Bandura (2006)
noted that people choose “which challenges to undertake, how much effort to invest in
the pursuits and how long to persevere in the face of difficulties” (p. 28). In this context,
learning is constructed through social interactions, and includes belief, motivation, and
perseverance, which are all critical components in ELLs’ potential academic success or
failure. Although culled out in more detail later in this chapter through the analysis of the
qualitative data, teachers in this study shared significant evidence about the explicit
nature of supporting and motivating their students to help them believe that success is
possible for them, even if it requires their perseverance and additional attempts on the
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state assessment to meet with this success. Unlike their general education peers, ELLs are
much more likely to need a higher level of perseverance and motivation to withstand the
multiple attempts necessary to pass the English Regents exam in order to graduate. To
this end, relationship-building between the teachers and students was evidenced and
highlighted as a significant factor in helping students believe in their capacity to learn and
grow their language proficiencies in an academic setting, despite the rigorous
expectations they face in the classroom and on the state assessment. The evidence in this
study provides a correlation, therefore, between the teachers’ supportive relationships
with their students and the sense of self-efficacy it provides their ELLs.
In addition, if learning is a “dynamic activity co-constructed across individuals”
(Peercy et al., 2015) and “most behavior is learned observationally through modeling”
(Bandura, 1977), this would impact not only student learning but also teacher learning.
From this perspective, the researcher hypothesized that in a co-taught classroom, an ESL
and a content-area teacher would have opportunity to observe one another in their
interactions with students, content, learning tasks, assessments, etc., and by extension
develop their own teaching practices with respect to how best to support ELLs.
Qualitative data supported the significant positive impact co-teachers felt working
together had on their instructional practices, content-area knowledge, and language
proficiency understandings and support. However, dual-certified teachers were also able
to acquire these capacities, albeit through self-driven collaboration with colleagues,
district-provided professional development, and experience in the ENL/ELA teaching
role. So, while co-teaching teams did learn from each other through their shared work in
the classroom setting, dual-certified teachers could still grow their expertise through the
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collaborative experiences that took place outside of the classroom. Their professional
discussions and mutual training opportunities seem to have provided them an appropriate
foundation for their work with students. Yet, it is to be noted that the growth of their
expertise seems to have taken a little longer to acquire than in the co-teaching model,
according to the narratives provided by the study’s participants.
Vygotsky’s (1978) theory of socially mediated learning emphasizes the
importance of verbal feedback and modeling from more knowledgeable people, or
experts, to assist students, or novices, to complete tasks they could not complete alone.
This assistance is called scaffolding, and it is central to Vygotsky’s (1978) theory of
socially mediated learning and his concept of the ZPD. Teacher modeling and scaffolding
practices are central components of the learning experience for students from this
perspective, which requires a teacher’s deep understanding about how to meet students
where they are in their conceptual understandings and knowledge base during the
instructional process. While this is a critical component to teaching all students, having
the ability to derive the diverse nature of ELLs’ background knowledge and conceptual
understandings in an Emerging-Transitioning leveled classroom poses a specific
challenge for co-teachers and dual-certified teachers alike. However, modeling and
scaffolding were cited by all participants in this study as cornerstones of their
instructional practices, enabling them to deliver academically rigorous materials in a
manner that did not leave students floundering in the process. Two teachers, in particular,
stated, “You cannot assume anything, anything, with our ELLs.” Identifying and creating
developmentally appropriate scaffolds in students’ ZPD is a challenge for teachers,
particularly due to the high level of academic rigor of the NYS grade-level standards and
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English Regents exam text complexity in comparison to their students’ language
proficiencies. Closing the gaps between state expectations and students’ actual language
proficiency seems to be the greatest challenge they face. Yet, all teacher participants
shared the necessity of creating an approach to scaffold the delivery of content and skills
in a manner that provides the greatest structure at the beginning of the school year, to be
followed by a gradual release of responsibility to the student and exposure to greater text
complexity as the year progresses.
When applied to the analysis of ELL learning experiences, teacher knowledge of
language acquisition and the challenges students with diverse cultural backgrounds may
face in the educational setting becomes a critical component for consideration. As
Weinburgh and Silva (2013) noted, “Learning is deemed as a process of negotiating
meaning using culturally based signs, symbols, and tools . . . one of the most important
cultural tools is language” (p. 294). Vygotsky (1962) argued that language is at first a
tool for social interaction, but that it becomes a private tool as the child internalizes
linguistic forms. From this perspective, the researcher had hypothesized that a coteaching model with an ESL teacher providing the expertise necessary to navigate the
linguistic needs of ELLs would evidence a greater capacity to serve this student
population in a secondary content-area classroom. To some extent, this was evidenced by
ESL teacher responses; however, dual-certified teachers also spoke to the emphasis they
placed on utilizing cognates with their students in order to make the linguistic
connections between L1 and L2, particularly in regard to Tier 1 and Tier 2 academic
vocabulary. This approach supports the research that has noted that in order for ELLs to
meet with success in school, they must not only acquire the skill and competence of
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language use in their native language, but they also “must acquire the language of the
academic disciplines they encounter in this new setting . . . [where] academic vocabulary
and an understanding of how the various systems of the [English] language interact in
order to produce meaning” (Weinburgh & Silva, 2013, p. 294), in a manner that draws on
their previous understandings of their native language. It is important to note that all of
the teachers in this study were not only aware of helping students to make these
connections between their home language and the academic language they faced in the
ENL/ELA class, but that they utilized this as a regular instructional strategy to promote
student learning. One dual-certified teacher even pointed out that his ELL students
already had common knowledge of Tier 1 and Tier 2 academic language due to the
formality of the Spanish language, putting them at an advantage compared to their
English-speaking peers in some respects. He helped them to identify their language as an
advantage, therefore, and not a deficit. The findings of this study may be unique,
however, due to the high population of ELLs who speak Spanish in this district; the
instructional use of cognates may not be as transferable or as high-frequency to schools
with high populations of Mandarin- or Urdu-speaking ELLs, for instance. All teacher
participants, however, indicated their awareness of their role in establishing an equitable
approach to both content-area learning and language support and growth. Again, these
will be addressed at greater length later in the chapter.
The conceptual framework utilized for this study was David Hawkins’s (2003)
instructional core, which he defined as the teacher and the student in the presence of
content (i.e., the “I” being the teacher, the “thou” being the student, and the “it” being the
content). Further developed and elaborated on by Cohen and Ball (2003), it is the
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relationship among the teacher, the student, and the content—not the qualities of any one
of them alone—that determines the nature of instructional practice, and each corner of the
instructional core has its own particular role and resources to bring to the instructional
process. As applied to student learning, “increases occur only as a consequence of
improvements in the level of content, teachers’ knowledge and skill, and student
engagement” (City et al, 2014, p. 24). In other words, “It is the change in the knowledge
and skill that teachers bring to the practice, the type of content to which students gain
access, and the role that students play in their own learning that determine what students
will know and be able to do” (City et al., 2014, p. 24).

Figure 5.1. Model of Instructional Core.
From this perspective, there is a relational and symbiotic nature to the
instructional core which more accurately reflects the nature of teaching and learning, and
which also serves to explain uneven achievement results from a class, school, district, or
state perspective. If the academic rigor of curriculum materials is simplified, or “watered
down,” ELL student access to an educational program that is equitable to that of their
general education peers is limited, and ELLs’ potential to meet state standard
proficiencies is also jeopardized as a result. On the other hand, if curriculum materials are
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too rigorous and there is a lack of teacher expertise in identifying how and when to best
utilize modeling and scaffolding strategies to support language learning along with
content learning, students will be left behind in the learning process. This example
highlights the interdependence among all three elements of the instructional core: teacher,
student, and content. In this study, the focus on teachers concentrated on teacher
expertise, including the ability to provide content-area and language acquisition supports;
demonstration of the utilization of effective modeling, scaffolding, and culturally
responsive teaching practices; and engagement with students as a supportive mentor. For
students, it included the demonstration of self-efficacy, perseverance, and motivation to
learn. And finally, for content, it included tasks, texts, and materials that are
developmentally appropriate for ELLs and academically rigorous. In this conceptual
framework, the researcher noted that each “pinnacle” of this triangle is not only
interdependent, but also requires appropriate and targeted responsiveness in order to best
meet the needs of ELL students in their learning experience. For instance, critical to
raising students’ perseverance, motivation, risk-taking, and self-efficacy is the
relationship between teacher and student, including teachers’ explicit encouragement and
support as their students’ face challenges. Indeed, student empowerment and engagement
are strongly influenced by teachers’ encouragement. As Diaz, Cochran, and Karlin (2016)
explained, “When instructors engaged in shared control, trust, and intimacy, students felt
good about themselves, which results in ELLs feeling motivated, wanting to please the
instructor, and taking additional courses from them” (p. 165). By creating a supportive
learning environment and a relationship of trust, teachers provide their ELLs with a sense
of self-efficacy to motivate them in working through the challenges of rigorous course
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content. In addition, by delivering rigorous course content in a manner that is responsive
to students’ proficiency levels, teachers signal to students that they have the capability to
work through the challenges and meet with success in time, thereby raising students’ selfefficacy. Teachers must also identify opportunities to help students make authentic
meaning of the work so that they can see the relevance beyond the state assessment.
While each of the three pinnacles is critical to the quality of learning that will occur,
much of the responsiveness and decision-making rests with the teacher to create
meaningful learning experiences, and to engage their students in the learning process.
Their influence in the instructional core, therefore, is great, which serves to highlight the
need to provide teachers with appropriate opportunities to develop their professional
practices and reflect on the learning experiences they are providing for their students.
Even for their own growth of expertise, teachers in this study indicated a level of selfdriven responsiveness to growing their skills, via acquisition of additional professional
certification and content-area degrees, participation in district professional development
opportunities, and collegial collaboration and mutual support. Holistically, ELLs face a
myriad of challenges, particularly as secondary students facing high school graduation
requirements. Qualitative data from this study emphasize the role a teacher plays in
providing the academic, linguistic, and social-emotional expertise to support their ELLs
in the classroom. The instructional core provides a visual reminder of the balance,
interdependence, and responsive nature of each of these in the learning process.
Relationship to Prior Research
The first research question served to examine to what extent a co-taught
instructional model impacts ELL student learning in a high school ELA content-area
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class as compared to a dual-certified taught approach as measured on the NYS English
Regents exam. From a quantitative perspective, prior research related to a comparative
analysis of these two instructional models in the secondary ENL/ELA classroom was not
evident in the literature; therefore, quantitative research for the special education
population was utilized to establish the impacts co-teaching models may have on
students’ academic achievement. The quantitative research for this sub-population is not
conclusive in the literature, in that findings from some studies, like the meta-analysis
conducted by Murawski and Swanson (2001), indicate that “co-teaching is a moderately
effective procedure for influencing student outcomes” on ELA and math assessments
grades 3–5, whereas others, like Murawski’s study (2006), demonstrate that students with
learning disabilities in co-taught classrooms did not achieve better standard test scores
than did those in resource or self-contained special education classrooms. This study,
however, centered on a comparative analysis of two separate instructional models as they
impact student achievement as measured by the NYS English Regents exam, as opposed
to solely analyzing the co-taught model. The quantitative results of this study’s analysis
yielded no significant statistical difference between the co-taught and dual-certified
taught instructional models as measured by students’ NYS English Regents exam scores.
Analysis of the qualitative data related to Research Question 1 garnered via
teacher interviews indicated a strong consensus between both dual-certified teachers and
co-teaching teams of teachers along three themes related to the NYS English Regents
exam and their ELL students’ learning experiences: the rigorous demands of the English
Regents exam and the importance of exposing students to these; the need to scaffold and
differentiate materials while retaining a clear focus on the demands students will face on
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the English Regents exam; and English Regents score results vs. student growth in
learning as demonstrated by formative and summative classroom assessments. Teacher
participants each recognized the rigorous demands their ELLs face on the English
Regents exam, as well as the discrepancy between their students’ language proficiency
and skills in the face of these, particularly in their descriptions of the textual complexity
in the reading passages on this assessment. Their concerns mirror those raised in
Stewart’s analysis of the implementation of the CCSS and the potential negative impacts
of these on ELLs’ academic progress (2016). However, there was mutual agreement
about the importance of exposing students to the rigorous tasks and texts their students
will face given the high stakes nature of this assessment in order for their students to
graduate. Teacher participant responses support prior research that “Learning the same
content as their English-speaking peers is critically important for ELLs to achieve high
levels of academic ability, close the achievement gap, and keep pace with the content and
language knowledge of their grade-level peers” (Cummins, 1996, p. 48). Rather than
watering down their curriculum or academic expectations, and despite the disconnect
between the demands of the assessment and their students’ emerging language and
academic proficiencies, teachers shared the various strategies they utilized to differentiate
and scaffold the tasks and texts throughout the school year to best prepare students for
this assessment. In addition, while teachers indicated their acceptance that the English
Regents exam was a necessary culmination of their students’ 11th-grade year and that
their pass rate only fell somewhere between 10% and 20% for this test, students’ growth
in learning throughout the year is considered a more valuable benchmark to them and one
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which is assessed through multiple measures of growth related to ELA content and skills,
as well as growth in language proficiency. Wormeli (2018) shared,
High quality assessment in a differentiated classroom is fluid, shaped by the
interactions between teachers and students . . . . We assess ceaselessly, valuing
informal, formal, and varied tests, focusing on specific evidence criteria, instead
of one-shot declarations of mastery. We see assessment as the pivotal
instructional tool that it is.
While preparing students for the English Regents exam is a necessity, teacher responses
did not indicate that they defined their students’ growth in learning solely by their
performance on this assessment, but rather through their interactions with and
observations of their students’ academic performance throughout the year. By delivering
similar and equitable ELA academic experiences to their ELLs as would be experienced
by their general education peers, these teacher participants provide their students with
greater OTL. It is the exposure to more rigorous curriculum, along with the learning
strategies to help students understand the content, that ultimately provides a greater OTL,
which decades of research has demonstrated is the major variable in student success
(Smith et al., 2017). By analyzing the quantitative data, which showed no significant
statistical difference in the NYS English Regents scores between co-taught and dualcertified taught students, alongside the qualitative data, which showed no discrepancies in
teacher perceptions or instructional approaches among both instructional groups, it is
clear that there is commonality between both the co-taught and dual-certified taught
models in regard to exposure to academic rigor, instructional scaffolding/differentiation
to support ELLs’ ability to meet the demands of the English Regents exam, and the value
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placed on overall student growth in learning and language proficiency. This may serve to
explain the similarity of NYS English Regents scores between both instructional groups
in this study.
The second research question served to explore in what ways teacher content-area
expertise impacts learning in an ENL/ELA setting, given the nature of the cultural and
language needs of ELL students and the demands of the Common Core/Next Generation
State Standards for ELA. For the purpose of this study, teachers’ “areas of expertise”
were defined by the specific certifications they held: Co-teachers (one English and one
ESL-certified teacher working together in the classroom), ESL + English Ext., and
English + TESOL Ext. From a quantitative perspective, prior research related to a
comparative analysis of these certification areas in the secondary ENL/ELA classroom
and actual student achievement on state assessments was not evident in the literature;
however, some quantitative research was cited in regard to the co-teaching model and the
academic benefits revealed in some studies for ELL students, including the Saint Paul
(Minnesota) Schools testing results after shifting from a pull-out model to the co-teaching
model, which indicated that students’ achievement results evidenced closing in the gaps
for reading and math between the district’s ELL and non-ELL students as measured by
the percentage of students showing proficiency on the Minnesota Comprehensive
Assessment (Pardini, 2006). As Pardini (2006) noted, “‘The district’s ELL students also
did well when compared with their [ELL] peers statewide, outscoring them in each of the
last three years in reading and math as measured by the Test of Emerging Academic
English’” (as cited in Honigsfeld & Dove, 2010, p. 35). The Saint Paul Schools study led
this researcher to hypothesize that a co-teaching model with two fully certified experts
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may elicit higher student achievement on state assessment results, potentially. However,
in this study’s comparative analysis of teacher expertise as defined by certification area,
the quantitative results yielded no significant statistical difference between the teachers’
areas of expertise as measured by students’ NYS English Regents exam scores.
Analysis of the qualitative data related to Research Question 2 garnered via
teacher interviews elicited their perceptions about their background experience and
training and how these impact their work with ELLs in the classroom. These interviews
culled out several themes related to students’ academic achievement and learning: the
value of having prior experience working with secondary core content-area curriculum
and instruction before stepping into a co-teaching or dual-certified ENL/ELA teaching
role, pacing of instruction, ability to provide feedback, and class size.
Prior research related to teacher training and preparation for working with ELLs
has indicated, “Regardless of how well intended teachers may be in their professional
roles, it must be recognized that the majority come to the classroom with an alarmingly
limited understanding of teaching and learning with culturally and linguistically diverse
students” (Walker-Dalhouse, Sanders, & Dalhouse, 2009). And while recent studies have
shown that institutes of higher education are beginning to train teacher educators to better
meet the needs of diverse learners and adopt more critical practices (Costa, McPhail,
Smith, & Brisk, 2005; Gay, 2010), the long-term effects of this training are still unclear
(Quach Kolano, Davila, Lachance, & Coffey, 2013/2014, p. 45). Teacher participants
provided insights about their prior work with secondary English content, as well as their
preparation and training to teach this rigorous content to their ELL students. The
perspective of a dual-certified teacher who came into her ENL/ELA role as a former
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general education English teacher without prior experience in working with ELLs and
without a transition to a co-teaching role before taking on the class on her own offered
particular insight. She shared the professional challenge she faced:
But my first year here was the most difficult year I’ve ever had in teaching in
general. I went from teaching AP Literature in a private school to teaching
Beginner and Intermediate ENL. I was so far out of my depth. I was lost. The
classes I was taking weren’t really . . . they just didn’t help.
She clarified this perspective by adding,
Some of the courses offered some really good strategies, but for me the real
learning was on the job. I don’t feel like the courses offered any sort of support
for how to really bridge the gap between what the state expects them to do and
what they are capable of doing.
Her dual-certified colleague, who also came into this role from a general education
English teaching background, seemed to echo that the necessary instructional shifts he
needed to make to support his students were gathered less through his TESOL
certification extension courses, and more through in-district training (i.e., Collins Writing
and SIOP) and his gained experience in the ENL/ELA classroom where he shared that his
“confidence has grown over time.” Research around making the shift from teaching a
general education population to an ELL population reflects similar responses from
teachers who were provided minimal training in teacher preparation programs, wherein
the overwhelming majority responded that training programs were moderately effective
to poor (Quach Kolano et al., 2013/2014, p. 53). Quach Kolano et al. (2013/2014) went
on to note, “Although some teachers identified ESL training programs as being helpful,
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others stated that the course work was limited and/or that real-life experience was more
effective for them” (p. 53). While the dual-certified teachers in this study were able to
adjust and differentiate their instructional delivery over time as their experience with
ELLs grew, co-teacher participants indicated the value they placed on working alongside
one another for the added support it provided them in making these instructional shifts
together. In particular, the perspective shared by a currently dual-certified teacher who
first worked in an ESL co-teaching role provided evidence that her co-teaching
partnership afforded her a deeper understanding and knowledge about the secondary
English content, which she stated she would not have understood as deeply had it not
been for this prior experience:
Co-teaching, though, was the best for me in learning about the content area from
somebody who teaches that every day. I don’t think I could have taught this alone
before co-teaching. Do I think I need to be co-teaching now for my students to
have the same results? No, but I don’t think I could have gotten to where I am
now without my co-teacher . . . . He brought the content-area knowledge and I
brought the strategies for our ELL students. That really helped us create
embedded practices and stand-alone practice for our students. So, I feel like the
co-teaching for me was forced collaborative teaching and learning.
Conversely, English teachers who stepped into co-teaching partnerships indicated the
same sentiments,
I do remember that my first year co-teaching was shocking, and I have to say I
learned a lot from him [co-teaching ESL partner] . . . . I also had no idea how you
prepare ESL students for the English Regents when they didn’t even speak the
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language yet. I was really nervous about that in the beginning, but we have
worked through what it is they need, and I’ve calmed down a lot. But I think we
both came to recognize what we need to do differently to give them what they
need.
Whether stepping into a dual-certified teaching role or a co-teaching one, it is clear that
there are necessary instructional transitions to be made from both an ESL and an English
content-area perspective; however, the challenges of the transitions seem to be mitigated
somewhat in the co-teaching model as both area experts navigate their mutual students’
language and content-area learning needs by offering their professional expertise to one
another. The dual-certified teachers are placed in the position of navigating these shifts
alone, which seems to have created a greater challenge in these respective teachers’
adjustments to the role.
In particular, a modification in pacing was an instructional strategy shift most
frequently cited by the study’s participants as a challenge when first stepping into an
ENL/ELA role. Dual-certified and co-teachers alike recognized that appropriate pacing is
necessary to both meet the state’s rigorous course demands while at the same time not
leaving ELLs behind in the wake of fast-paced instructional delivery. For English
teachers, this meant recognizing that pacing would have to be much slower than in a
general education setting; and for ESL teachers, this meant helping to establish pacing to
support both language progression and content-area skill-building. Olsen (2006) noted
that ELLs need more “time to master English, time to overcome academic gaps, time to
master the curriculum” (as cited in Honigsfeld & Dove, 2010, p. 21). Teachers recognize
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that this affordance of time is not the reality in practice, though, as shared by an ESL coteacher:
When you’re learning to read English, the last thing you learn is obviously
sarcasm, abstract thought. And they’re reading everything literally. You know,
it’s the last thing you acquire. It’s so hard, the nuances and everything. I just feel
so bad, because if they had a year or two more, they might do better.
Because NYS policy sets the standard of this time limitation to one academic year, all
teachers of ELLs recognize this challenge and must adjust their instruction accordingly in
order to provide students with “what they need to know,” as one dual-certified teacher
shared, in order to make the most gains in the time available. However, this impacts the
implementation of “productive struggle” as one English co-teacher stated:
Sometimes I am like they have got to do the work themselves. And we disagree
because he [ESL co-teaching partner] is like, no, they need more instructional
support, language support, to get to the English content objective. So, we have to
gauge for how long we let them have some productive struggle without losing
them in the process.
Teachers’ recognition that pacing adjustment is a valuable tool in supporting their ELLs’
learning experience is supported by the research where a meta-analysis study by Tincani
and De Mers (2016) found that “instructional pacing is a robust alterable variable that,
when systematically manipulated, can substantially affect student performance.” In the
realm of ELL learning, however, it is a critical adjustment that cannot be understated at
the secondary level, where such a great deal of subject-area content is delivered in such a
limited amount of time to students who are still building their language capacity.
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A third theme that emerged was an area which seemed to illuminate the greatest
difference between the co-taught and dual-certified taught models: teachers’ ability to
provide frequent, individualized student feedback. All teacher respondents recognized the
importance of providing specific, timely feedback to their students, particularly their
ELLs who need consistent encouragement that they are “on the right track” with their
work and particularly in the area of writing conferences. However, co-teachers
recognized the greater capacity they have to answer student questions, provide guidance,
and offer an organic approach to pausing student work to engage students in mini-lessons
for direct instruction, in small groups or on an individualized basis. As one English coteacher stated, “That is one plus about co-teaching, how we can help them individually
more because there are two of us, especially with writing assignments.” Another English
co-teacher shared her sentiment about having two teachers in the classroom,
Trying to figure out the needs of 25 complex adolescents . . . I’m sure a dualcertified teacher can do it, but there is just a better ability to respond to them and
figure them out when you have two adults working together in the room. When
you have two teachers, we could figure out how to make the student feel more
like individual attention is being placed on them. There are two people there
really invested in each of their successes.
Co-teaching teams also recognized the challenges dual-certified teachers must face in
meeting their students’ need for feedback and individualized attention in their interview
responses. Dual-certified teachers raised this as one of their greatest struggles and also
tied this concern to their class sizes. As one dual-certified teacher shared,
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This year I have a class of nine who attend regularly and it’s so much easier to
teach a smaller group. I also have classes where I have 21 students who are
Emerging-Transitioning and it’s overwhelming. And I think it’s a little unfair
because if you look at special education classes, they are capped at 15 for a
reason, because their students need that individualized attention. Our students
need the same, and this year with the smaller class, I find I can do that more
effectively.
Her dual-certified colleague shared the same concern, having had prior co-teaching
experience herself and, therefore, an ability to compare the two models:
Also, providing help for the students depends on class size. I can handle 18
students on my own, but when you are co-teaching, you can have way more of an
ability to maximize your feedback to students and to meet their needs . . . . When
you’re preparing students for the Regents who are on a 3rd- or 4th- grade reading
level, 24 is a large class size for one teacher. My max class size right now is 21
and it’s manageable for me, but there are still some days that I don’t get to every
student, or I haven’t checked every student’s work as I’m circulating simply
because of the large number of students in the room. What I miss most about coteaching in the classroom is the ability to conference in class. If you have two
teachers, you can conference and get through the whole class in one period.
This is a critical concern when considering the value of feedback that is both targeted and
timely in student learning. In a recent update of Marzano, Pickering, and Pollock’s 2001
meta-analysis, McREL researchers found an effect size for feedback of 0.76, which
translates roughly into a 28 percentile point difference in average achievement (Beesley
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& Apthorp, 2010; Dean, Pitler, Hubbell, & Stone, 2012). Hattie (2009) found a similar
effect size of 0.73 for feedback in his synthesis of 800 meta-analyses of education
research studies; in fact, feedback ranked among the highest of hundreds of education
practices he studied. This is not to say that dual-certified teachers do not provide relevant
feedback to their students; however, this is a shared concern among the group of dualcertified teachers based on their students’ need for individualized attention in the learning
process and the student-teacher ratios in their classrooms. Data culled from both the
interviews and observational notes by the researcher support the co-teachers’ greater
capacity to respond to the frequency of students’ questions and to individualize the
feedback provided in the moment. Dual-certified teachers’ responses factor in class size
with their ability to respond to their students’ needs, where smaller class sizes provides
them a more impactful capacity in this regard. Considering the research around the
impact feedback has on student learning, these concerns are highlighted in this study.
Research Question 3 served to explore in general the teachers’ perceptions of the
co-taught and dual-certified taught models as these relate to the efficacy of ELL learning.
No quantitative data were utilized for this question; however, analysis of participant
interviews culled out several themes related to students’ learning experiences in the
secondary ENL/ELA classroom which fell into two categories: those related to the
importance of the relationship between teachers and their students in creating a
supportive learning environment, and teachers’ perspectives regarding their own needs
for support in order to provide the best possible outcomes for their students. Themes
related to supportive learning environments fell into the following sub-categories:
students’ perseverance, motivation to learn, self-confidence, and risk-taking. Themes
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related to teachers’ needs for support included the following: professional development,
training, and collaboration.
As described earlier, the NYS English Regents exam is a daunting challenge for
ELLs to face, and one that was recognized by all teacher participants in this group.
However, the overarching sentiment among the participants was the necessity to provide
continual encouragement and emotional support as students prepare to meet the rigors of
the learning standards and state assessment, despite the fact that they may not meet these
with success upon their first attempt. Research has indicated that ELLs are particularly
vulnerable to not graduating from high school as compared to their general education
peers (Luster, 2012). In the face of the academic demands placed on them and the time
limitations to grow their language proficiencies to meet these demands, in addition to the
extenuating circumstances many ELLs face outside of the school environment as cited by
some teacher participants in this study, it is understandable that these may become
overwhelming for an adolescent to navigate in an unfamiliar country and culture. In order
to keep ELLs engaged and motivated, teachers in this study recognized their role in
providing the consistent encouragement they need:
You know, 20% of my students pass the test between June and January, but I try
to encourage them that there is a future and they can get to graduation. It’s the
reason they came to this country, to get a better education, and graduating is like
their ticket to solidify that they made it. We do a lot of risk prevention here. Even
if students fail this year, I will have them back in my room to work with them
whenever they can next year if they want. They know we are here to keep helping
them until they pass and can graduate.
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In repeated studies, researchers found three factors have a major effect on students’
motivation and performance: their feelings of belonging, their trust in people around
them, and their belief that teachers value their intellectual competence (Aronson &
Steele, as cited in Howard, 2007). Each teacher in this study cited the value they place on
developing relationships of trust, such as, “When they see that we care, they try harder.
They need to see that we care,” and
Forming relationships with them is a big part of teaching ELLs. You can’t just
come in like in a college class, where a professor comes in, teaches and then goes
home. You have to form personal relationships. We try to instill that we care
about them and we want them to do well. We treat them with dignity and respect
and have empathy for their situation.
Teacher participants recognized the strong correlation between relationship-building and
their students’ motivation to persevere in the face of challenges:
our ELLs saw how we were working together and that we were really trying to
make it work for them. It felt like we were all trying to reach a common goal
together. It was a team effort, not only for the Regents, but for life, for the life
skills they will need. And a lot of it by the end of the year was in terms about how
far they had come along in what they were willing to try to do to get better.
Teacher responses made it clear that their messages of encouragement, trust and support
were explicitly and frequently shared with their students. They also indicated that their
students often sought their instructional support even the following year when they were
no longer their teacher of record in order to prepare for a re-take of the English Regents
exam. This is powerful evidence regarding students’ sense of self-efficacy and academic
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perseverance. There was clear consensus of this shared philosophy among co-teachers
and dual-certified teachers alike. As Olsen (2010) noted,
Much of the research literature related to language minority youth cites the
importance of ‘culturally and linguistically responsive pedagogy’ and
‘empowering pedagogy.’ Empowering pedagogy builds upon teachers’ genuine
interest in and caring about students. It requires high expectations and the ability
to communicate those expectations and the belief that students can do rigorous
academic work. (p. 38)
Teachers in this study reflected the implementation of these research-based supportive
practices with their ELLs, thereby providing a greater likelihood that their students may
persevere through the many obstacles they are required to overcome to attain their high
school graduation. Teachers also cited their belief that this perseverance in their
classrooms was transferrable to their students’ other coursework. As one teacher
explained, “And on the secondary level, I really do think it’s helping with their overall
achievement, because a lot of them are exposed to English more frequently as a result of
being scheduled into content-area courses that are not bilingual.” By sharing with ELLs
that they are capable of meeting the academic standards given time and that they have
their teacher’s instructional and emotional support in the process, students demonstrate
their willingness to take greater risks, and display a greater sense of motivation and
perseverance as they work toward these goals.
Research Question 3 also illuminated that, overall, teachers are supportive of the
changes elicited by CR Part 154. From their perspective, ELLs are receiving greater
instructional support from both the co-taught and dual-certified taught models in that both

155

the secondary content knowledge and skills are delivered in a manner that retains a focus
on developing students’ language proficiencies. As one dual-certified teacher shared,
Had I just had a degree in ENL, I’d be missing a lot of the ELA content, the
literary elements, writing strategies, the components of a story, the understandings
around literature combined with informational texts. So, I don’t think I’d be able
to do what I do now if I wasn’t trained in English first, and having taught general
education for a few years prior to teaching ENL/ELA. I’m teaching the same
content now. That hasn’t changed. I’m trying to make it through the major literary
elements throughout the year and teach them how to look at a piece of writing in
the most analytical way possible, while at the same time facilitating their
language growth. It’s paramount that I do both.
Another teacher agreed with the instructional shifts required by CR Part 154, citing that
it has raised teachers’ capacity to serve the ELL population: “I think it’s really making us
at least teach everybody ENL supports by either making people get their TESOL
extension, which is 12 credits, or by working in a co-teaching model.” This positive
perspective about utilizing either of these instructional models extends to other content
areas, as well, such as science, math, and social studies. Participants indicated their belief
that ELLs would garner greater access to these content areas if they also had a teacher
with the expertise to provide them with the linguistic supports necessary to understand
the more challenging concepts they face in secondary academic coursework.
However, teachers demonstrated that they recognize that these instructional
changes require additional professional learning and support which, in addition to
district-provided opportunities, they find through mutual collaboration that is self-
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directed and informal in nature. Honigsfeld and Dove (2008) concluded that co-teaching
with an ESL teacher becomes an effective support for inclusive practices to accommodate
the needs of diverse ELL students; helps all students meet national, state, and local
standards; and establishes a vehicle for creative collaboration between ESL and
mainstream teachers. While the co-teaching teams in this study exhibited positive
perceptions about their partnerships with one another and their shared expertise, the dualcertified teachers also spoke about the many opportunities they had to work closely with
their ESL and English department colleagues for planning, resource sharing, and
validation of their instructional delivery. One teacher who has had experience both in coteaching and as a dual-certified teacher explained,
When I co-taught, I was also teaching one class on my own, so I was able to use
my co-teacher as a reference for my questions and for resources. I would talk to
him about a behavior issue I was dealing with or ask him why we did a lesson a
certain way. Now, I feel that I am still well supported with both prior training and
because I am welcome to English department meetings. I’m part of the English
community, and that’s what is great about our school. I can go to the English
department head with a question or an English teacher. I can collaborate with
them. So, I feel that my training with ELA support provided me with a lot of
colleagues and experiences to work alongside them.
In addition, all teachers in this study participate in the scoring of the NYS English
Regents exam twice a year (January and June test administrations) in partnership with the
high school English department, which participants indicated provides them with a
substantial understanding of the assessment and standards their students will face. The
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departmental integration of secondary ESL and English teachers, in both the co-taught
and dual-certified taught courses, seems to serve in mitigating the “us vs. them” approach
to teaching ELLs. Rather, all teachers who are involved in teaching these ENL/ELA
courses seem to share a mutual concern for how best to serve the school’s ELL students
in their charge. As one dual-certified teacher stated, “So many of us are either coteaching or are dual-certified and both groups are saying we are worried about our
students. How are we going to make it better for them? And so, we are collaborating in
that way.” Teachers have collectively utilized their shared resources to answer this
question. As Miller and Stewart (2013) noted, “Engagement in learning and support from
peers in collaborate settings appears to influence the degree to which professional
development affects classroom instruction” (p. 291). And while teachers have engaged in
these collaborative professional learning practices, one dual-certified teacher posed a
desire for a more semi-formal approach of support by a colleague within the ranks for inhouse coaching that is more accessible and frequent in nature:
Although we have a professional coach come in a few times a year, he’s not part
of our district, not part of the everyday. It would be nice to have an instructional
specialist, like a colleague who is able to give good feedback and it’s nonjudgmental. It’s not attached to your APPR evaluation scores, but it’s just for your
own personal growth and to provide insight. You know, someone who’s going to
look at our work and say, is this working? Do you think this is working? Do you
think this needs a change?
This sentiment supports research which reveals, according to Miller and Stewart, “many
commonalities around effective methods for teacher learning, include the following key
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elements of professional development: (a) ongoing, (b) job-embedded, (c) collaborative,
(d) reflective, and (e) inquiry-based” (p. 290). Insight and advice offered by these teacher
participants include ensuring that co-teaching partnerships are created with thought and
input by the teachers who will serve in this capacity; common time is provided for
teachers to collaborate and share resources; and collegial feedback and/or coaching
opportunities are implemented so teachers are able to reflectively “sound-board” with one
another about what works and what does not in lesson implementation.
In consideration of the quantitative data which showed no statistical significance
between co-taught and dual-certified taught groups, much of the qualitative data reveals
that the teacher participants in this study share a great deal of commonality in their
approach to engaging their ELLs in rigorous academic learning experiences, while
supporting their language growth through differentiation and scaffolding; providing
positive, encouraging learning environments as students face these academic and socialemotional challenges; and seeking and offering mutual professional support through
informal, but productive collaborative efforts in a “whole team” approach. Each of these
areas of professional practice supports current research as to the positive impacts these
have on ELLs’ academic achievement, and may also reflect this particular school’s
culture when considering the high number of ELL students and the programmatic
approach to supporting teachers and students in this regard.
However, there are two areas which revealed differences of perspectives between
the co-teaching teams and the dual-certified teachers: transition into the ENL/ELA
secondary teaching role and the ability to provide the frequent, individualized feedback
necessary in the dual-certified classroom setting due to class sizes. In these two areas,
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dual-certified teachers have ultimately been able to maneuver their practices to address
their students’ learning needs, but they expressed greater concerns regarding these. These
are emphasized in this study since research supports the importance of feedback in the
learning process and may serve as points to consider in recommendations for practice,
particularly from a district- or school-level decision-making perspective. In addition, the
transition into the role as an ENL/ELA teacher seems to be more challenging as a dualcertified teacher with no prior experience working with ENL students, as opposed to coteachers who provide one another with mutual support as they “learn” their new roles.
Again, this lends some consideration for thoughtful implementation recommendations.
Overall, the purpose of this study was to explore the implementation of the cotaught and dual-certified taught instructional models as they impact the learning
experience for ELLs. The quantitative data revealed no significant differences in
students’ English Regents exam scores between these two models or in the area of
teacher expertise as defined by area of certification. However, this study did reveal the
shared responsibility and accountability these teacher participants expressed regarding
their ELLs’ academic success. Rather than discounting their capacity to learn and grow,
these teachers set their expectations as they would for general education students, yet also
provided them with the scaffolds and differentiation they required to engage with
meaningful learning experiences. These teachers demonstrated a shared philosophy and
depth of understanding about the academic learning standards and the importance of
preparing students for the English Regents exam, which lends a common goal to coteachers and dual-certified teachers alike. However, it would also be naïve to say that
every student is meeting with “success,” as defined by NYS learning standards. In fact,
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most of the students’ scores included in this study fall below a 65, the score required to
pass the English Regents exam, in order to meet this critical graduation requirement.
Despite this reality, the teachers work against these odds to do everything possible to
provide their students with the skills and strategies they need to meet with success at
some point in time in order to graduate. Their insights about their students’ perseverance
to meet this challenge was an inspiring aspect of this study’s exploration, and one that
was in opposition to many studies and articles in our country’s literature around the
educational experience many ELLs face in our nation’s classrooms. There was a shared
sense of hope and encouragement to help students remain vested in their future which
resonated in these teachers’ descriptions; their dedication to promoting student success is
to be commended. The work is challenging. The accountability is demanding. The odds
against students, both in school and outside of school, are significant. Yet, each teacher
verbalized the lengths they go to every day to help each one of their students. Their
shared experiences lend insight into the importance of training and supporting our
teachers to meet these demands, as well as the significance of the teacher-student
relationship to promote students’ motivation and perseverance.
Limitations of the Study
Limitations of this study include the lack of generalization due to the potential
impacts of ongoing professional development for SIOP implementation with ENL student
populations may have had on the outcomes of this study. Since this school district has
such a large number of ENL students and the NYS English Regents exam is a
requirement for graduation, teachers who teach high school ENL/ELA courses have
consistently received this specialized professional development, especially for about the
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past five years. This may have influenced the results of this study compared to districts
that do not offer ongoing professional development opportunities and follow-up support;
therefore, results may not be able to be generalized. In addition, the majority of the
students in this school speak Spanish as their primary language. As the qualitative data
revealed, ENL/ELA teachers in this study utilized cognate strategies to support student
learning connections between L1 and L2 whenever possible. In schools where the
primary language is a language that does not have cognates with English—Mandarin or
Urdu, for example—these linguistic connections may be more difficult to make;
therefore, data from this study may not be generalized to other schools.
Another limitation of this study is the sample size of the teacher participants. Five
teacher participants in this study are identified as co-teachers, and three are dual-certified;
all of them work in the same school building and teach the same 11th-grade ENL/ELA
Emerging-Transitioning course. The sample size did not include other ENL/ELA teachers
from other grade levels or courses. In addition, the co-teachers in this study have worked
together for a minimum of two years, and up to five years together in their teams. These
co-teaching partnerships are perceived by these participants as positive ones where the
accountability and work are shared equally between the ESL and English teachers
involved. The study revealed that these co-teachers each recognized the particular
expertise their partner had to offer, and they mutually utilized the opportunities available
to learn from one another. Overall, the co-teaching partnerships were positive ones, and
training is provided by the district to support the teachers in this role on a regular basis.
Co-teaching partnerships may not always be perceived as positively or may not be well
supported by school leadership in other school settings; therefore, the findings of this
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study are specific to these particular teachers and may not necessarily be generalized to
other co-teachers, dual-certified teachers, or schools.
Finally, students’ NYS English Regents exam scores were pulled from the 11thgrade ENL/ELA Emerging-Transitioning course for June 2018 and June 2019. A
limitation of this study may include the homogenous nature of these classes, wherein both
the co-taught and dual-certified taught sections of students did not include general
education students. Due to the high population of ELLs and this school’s capacity to
serve, secondary ELLs must be scheduled together in an 11th-grade ENL/ELA course
based on their language proficiency (either Emerging-Transitioning or Expanding level)
to offer either a dual-certified or co-taught instructional model as per the regulations
established by CR Part 154. While the homogenous nature of these settings provided
consistent data for comparative analysis between the two models in this study, the
quantitative findings are specific to this school and may not necessarily be generalized.
Recommendations for Future Practice
It is essential include in the discussion of recommendations the far-reaching
impacts our national and state policies have on the long-term, life-transformative
experiences our ELLs face as they struggle to learn a new language and new culture,
while struggling to meet demanding educational requirements successfully. As Smith et
al. (2017) explained, “Equality is rooted in the concept of fairness, and a fair race is
impossible when its various runners start at variable distances from the finish line, and
the course takes them over very different terrains” (p. 14). While national and state
policies promote the identification of and accountability to all student sub-populations, it
is apparent that there are inherent inequities in the system. Nationally, there are clearly
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states that set lower academic expectations for their ELLs than others, thereby creating
national systemic inequity in ELLs’ OTL and ultimately, their ability to compete on equal
footing with their English-speaking peers. This rebuffs research which supports the
guiding principle that ELLs academic success is bolstered by setting clear and high
expectations for their performance (Wilcox, 2008). National policies should promote this
guiding principle and require all states to demonstrate their plan to deliver academically
rigorous curriculum with the appropriate supports necessary to help ELLs meet with
success. By accepting state plans that set lower expectations for certain sub-populations
than others, our country does a disservice not only to those impacted, but to our nation as
a whole. We are an inter-dependent society, and as such, our educational system should
be poised to promote the empowerment and voice of each citizen. Our country’s diversity
should be embraced as an asset, not considered a deficit. A quality education is the key to
our nation’s future success. From the state policy perspective, while New York State does
hold all students to the same rigorous learning standards, assessment plans should be
reviewed to determine a more appropriate coordination between the long-accepted
research regarding language development (i.e., BICS vs. CALP) and state graduation
requirements based on Regents exams for our ELLs. In the case of math, science, and
social studies NYS Regents exams, ELLs have the option to take these assessments in
their home language; therefore, they may be poised to demonstrate their content-area
knowledge more readily. In the case of the English Regents exam, however, all ELLs
must sit for this test if they have been in the country’s school system for one year or
more, and they do not have the option of taking this in their native language. In addition,
as teachers in this study shared, the Lexile levels of the test and that of their Emerging-
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Transitioning students are significantly different, leaving them at a loss about how to
bridge these gaps. From a state perspective, it is recommended that greater consideration
be given to the ultimate purpose of this assessment and if there is another means to
achieving this purpose with either a different timeline, another approach, or an alternate
assessment. In accordance with timeline, it may be more beneficial to ELLs’ long-term
academic achievement to ensure that they are at a minimum language proficiency level
before sitting for the English Regents exam, perhaps once they have been identified as an
Expanding level student, even if that means allowing them extra years in the school
system to gain these proficiencies. As another option, the state may consider allowing
ELLs to either take or utilize a language arts state assessment in their native language,
since the purpose of this is to identify students’ language arts skills, not language
proficiency skills which are assessed by the NYSESLAT exam through reading, writing,
speaking, and listening tasks. Finally, once the state has determined the full purpose and
intent of the English Regents exam in relation to this particular sub-group of students,
perhaps the creation of an alternative assessment may be in order. This is a high-stakes
test which poses a significant challenge for ELL students as they strive to meet their
graduation requirements; and while the state provides an appeals option, it is likely that
we are losing students who may not have the perseverance to retake this daunting test
multiple times. ELLs are particularly vulnerable and prone to thinking they are not
capable of academic success, and creating a situation which feeds into this vulnerability
may ultimately be doing more harm than good for the sake of state accountability scores.
Ultimately, our state education systems should be redefining the term “success” from a
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more individualized perspective, not one that is so limited in scope and so reliant on test
scores.
It is also the district and school’s responsibility to ensure that each student is
provided an OTL that is on par with that of all others, regardless of a student’s subpopulation identification or learning needs. As Kramsch (1996) explained,
English language learners need to experience the global and local contexts in
which their academic life is embedded as consistent and positive. If they are, then
learners can develop their academic identity, because they will be treated with
respect and they will be valued and listened to as “speakers in their own right.”
This study highlights the necessity to implement an academically rigorous delivery of
curriculum and instruction in a manner that provides appropriate scaffolds and
differentiation to assist students in accessing the content learning standards through an
equitable approach. Teachers in this study demonstrated that academic rigor and gradelevel curriculum exposure was retained in each of their classrooms, which served to
establish common expectations in preparing their students for the demands of the NYS
English Regents exam. As a practical recommendation, therefore, administrative
supervision and subsequent feedback to teachers of ELLs should include the careful
review of content-area academic rigor and curriculum delivery so that students are not
experiencing limited access to the coursework in which their English-speaking peers
engage. Only then do they have equitable access to OTL.
However, teacher expertise in utilizing appropriate differentiation and scaffolds
must also be provided through professional development of SIOP strategies and ELL
language supports. This requires schools to thoughtfully plan for appropriate professional
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learning opportunities with instructional experts in the field in a meaningful and
consistent way so that all teachers of ELLs acquire the expertise necessary to help their
students meet with success. In order to establish and build upon capacity, however,
professional learning must extend beyond the more commonly implemented infrequent
visits of out-of-district experts to include in-house support and training. While out-ofdistrict professional trainers offer excellent resources and guidance to schools and
teachers, the presence of an administrator or instructional specialist teaching colleague
who is identified as an ENL/secondary content-area coach provides the opportunity for
the more frequent and informal feedback teachers of ELLs seek. This supports the
research that professional learning is more effective when it is, as Miller and Stewart
(2013) outlined: “(a) ongoing, (b) job-embedded, (c) collaborative, (d) reflective, and (e)
inquiry-based” (p. 290). By implementing a professional learning plan that includes both
in- and out-of-district supports, teachers are able to engage in both formal and informal
professional learning and growth opportunities. In addition, all training should be
responsive to teachers’ needs and should serve to offer authentic guidance, resources and
feedback to address delivery of the secondary content and language supports based on
teacher input about the specific challenges they are facing in the classroom. Training
should serve to allow teachers to experiment with new approaches and “sound-board”
with one another in lesson development and implementation so that their instructional
practice is stretched organically and authentically.
This study also served to identify the collective accountability among all of the
teacher participants for their ELLs’ success. This school’s culture generates a teamed
approach to scoring the English Regents exam, unit and lesson planning, and mutual
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support in sharing resources with one another, whether a faculty member is an ESL
teacher or an English teacher. The review of the literature identifies that ESL teachers
often have a perception that they work in a school culture which relegates them to a less
empowered position compared to their content-area colleagues, leaving a sense of “us vs.
them,” particularly in the co-taught classroom settings. The perceptions shared by this
study’s teachers, however, underscore the importance schools create opportunities for all
teachers to share their work in supporting ELLs in the classroom, particularly in light of
the fact that this is such a growing population in our nation’s schools. ESL teachers
should participate in secondary content-area department meetings in order to gain deeper
insight into the state’s learning standards and academic expectations, as well as to offer
their expertise to their colleagues about how to support ELLs in meeting these. School
leadership must work to ensure that all teachers in their charge understand that they are
all teachers of ELLs, and offer the appropriate professional learning and environment so
that there is mutual collegial support and a shared vision for their ELLs’ success in all
content areas.
This study also served to reveal some particular challenges a teacher may face
while transitioning into their role of dual-certified teacher. Specifically, the greatest
difficulty seems to be faced by those who go from teaching a secondary general
education population straight to teaching ELLs without the benefit of working as a coteacher first. There are critical adjustments that are necessary, including pacing, language
supports, differentiation, and appropriate scaffold implementation. These elements of
teaching are unique to assisting ELLs to access secondary academic content. As revealed
by the interviews conducted in this study, in the co-teaching partnerships, the teachers
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worked together to identify the appropriate balance of these and indicated their ability to
blend their areas of expertise in a manner that worked to their students’ benefit. And
although the dual-certified teachers also indicated their ability to adjust their instruction
to this end, they shared that this took more time for them and they did not necessarily
have a working partner to help make these decisions as they encountered dilemmas in the
classroom. Therefore, when considering the implementation of the dual-certified taught
model, it would seem prudent that schools consider their transition plans for content-area
teachers new to teaching ELLs (i.e., those who have TESOL extension certifications),
and conversely, ESL teachers who are new to teaching the content area. In both cases, it
would seem more effective to have teachers work in a co-taught setting first in order to
garner both the content-area demands and expertise in supporting students’ language
development before taking on the role of dual-certified teacher. This would be a
progressive approach to grow a teacher’s knowledge base and understanding of their
students’ learning needs prior to being solely responsible for the work. If this is not
possible due to a district’s financial constraints, however, frequent and supportive
professional learning opportunities and consistent feedback are critical to assisting
teachers in making this transition. In either case, the ESL teacher or the content-area
teacher may feel overwhelmed by the demands they are facing, which could be mitigated
by the appropriate support system.
Finally, another challenge faced by dual-certified teachers was that related to the
limitations they faced in offering their students frequent, individualized feedback,
particularly as this related to their class size. While this may be a specific concern in this
school due to the high number of ELLs in its population and the homogenous nature of
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these courses, it serves as a point to note in logistical planning and implementation of the
dual-certified instructional model in similar circumstances. Like the special education
student population, ELLs have unique needs for feedback and support; therefore,
consideration of keeping class sizes more manageable when there is only one teacher in
the room may be conducive to providing the most effective learning environment. In a
heterogeneous setting, where there are both ELLs and general education students in the
same class, school leadership should consider the appropriate balance of these, as well, so
that dual-certified teachers have the ability to meet the individualized needs of each of
their students.
Recommendations for Future Study
The primary purpose of this study was to explore and compare the co-taught and
dual-certified instructional models utilized in a secondary English content-area setting
and the impacts these may have on ELL learning and achievement. These data were
measured quantitatively via the NYS English Regents exam results, which is a graduation
requirement for all students in the state. However, the qualitative data revealed that there
is a true discrepancy between ELL students’ Lexile levels and the Lexile levels found on
this assessment, thereby potentially limiting the actual assessment of students’ ELA skills
as a secondary content area, as compared to their language proficiency skills. In addition,
teacher participants indicated that they utilized multiple measures to assess student
growth from the beginning of the academic year to the end, and did not focus solely on
students’ English Regents results to make these determinations. Therefore, future studies
may seek to illuminate additional data about the impacts of these two instructional
methods by looking at other assessment results for student growth, such as the
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NYSESLAT exam, which is more tailored to assessing students’ language proficiency
skills and may reflect another perspective about student learning growth in relation to
these two instructional approaches.
Further, this study included only the perspectives of the teacher participants who
spoke to their personal perspectives and insights regarding their students’ perseverance,
motivation, and engagement. As research has revealed that ELLs are more vulnerable to
not meeting graduation requirements, and potentially not sitting for the English Regents
exam multiple times to meet the appeals requirement provided, it would be beneficial to
include in future studies ELL students’ perspectives in a longitudinal manner. The body
of research would benefit from data that provided greater evidence of the impacts of the
student-teacher relationship on ELL student motivation and perseverance, in addition to
identifying other specific factors which weigh on students’ decisions to make multiple
attempts to meet graduation requirements or to leave the school system without earning
their high school diploma.
This study also revealed some challenges faced by ENL/ELA dual-certified
teachers as they transitioned between the role of general education ELA teacher to one
who is solely responsible for teaching ENL students. The dual-certified teachers in this
study had already served in this role for a minimum of three years, so before the study
began they already had the time and opportunity to make the instructional adjustments
necessary to support their students. However, future studies may serve to comparatively
analyze co-taught and dual-certified taught student achievement in a longitudinal study to
identify any potential discrepancies in students’ English Regents scores between these
groups based on 1, 2, and 3 + years of teaching experience.
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Finally, this study was limited in scope in regard to school, content-area and
student population. Although this particular high school has a very large ELL student
population, it is one that is mostly Spanish-speaking, which led to certain conclusions
that were drawn from the qualitative data analysis regarding L1 and L2 connections and
language support that is provided in classroom instruction, particularly in the area of
cognates in building academic vocabulary. Yet, other schools may have student
populations where a majority of their ELLs speak other languages where L1 and L2
connections may be more challenging, like Urdu or Mandarin, as examples. A replication
of a study similar to this in other districts and school settings would serve to provide a
broader collection of data regarding the implementation of these models as required by
CR Part 154. In addition, most of the teacher participants in this study cited their belief
that ELLs would benefit from the co-taught or dual-certified taught models in other
secondary content areas; however, this particular school is only beginning to broaden
these models to other secondary courses, so achievement data were based on the English
Regents exam results. It would be beneficial to analyze quantitative student achievement
data in other secondary content areas (i.e., math, science, and social studies) in schools
where these models are utilized in these other academic courses. The research literature
regarding these instructional models and the impacts they may have on student
achievement is sorely limited; therefore, any additional studies that would include more
diverse perspectives and data would greatly enhance the research community’s
knowledge and understandings about how best to serve our nation’s ELLs, as well as the
teachers who serve them.
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Conclusion
As our nation’s ELL population continues to rise, the educational research
community must prioritize its work to ensure that future generations of students are not
left floundering as they strive to meet their educational goals. Politically, we must reflect
on how national and state policy implementations are serving to benefit these students,
not to harm them by creating further challenges for them to overcome under the guise of
“state accountability.” State education departments must also define a clear and equitable
vision of what ELL student success means in the broader picture of an individual’s life
and long-term goals. While assessing students’ growth in learning is critical to providing
the necessary data to guide our schools’ decision-making about how to best support ELLs
in the classroom, a state assessment should also not be a blockade to ELLs’ long-term
academic growth and achievements, particularly when research supports the vulnerability
of these students in their quest to earn high school diplomas. Many families come to this
country for the opportunity to send their children to one of the best education systems in
the world, so that they may have a better chance at a meaningful and productive life than
their home country could provide. As the teachers in this study shared, many of their
students are first-generation high school graduates and they work very hard against the
odds set before them, as they navigate a new culture, a new language, and more rigorous
academic expectations. Yet, our state policies do not necessarily demonstrate a fair,
equitable approach to supporting ELLs in meeting these demands in that these policies
are not aligned to the research about language development, particularly at the secondary
level. The literature around ELL learning reveals the inequities these students face in our
country; in some states, these inequities are worse than in others. It also reveals a lack of
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research-based, quantifiable evidence as to how best to help ELLs succeed in our schools.
And oftentimes, where there is substantiated evidence available, it is seemingly ignored
in practice. With such a large number of ELLs, former ELLs, and first-generation U.S.born citizens in our schools, it is time for all teachers to understand the critical role they
play in supporting all of their students, not as the sub-group that sits quietly in the back of
the classroom, but as a collective and vibrant whole.
This particular study was developed as a result of the lack of quantifiable research
available around the impacts co-taught and dual-certified taught instructional models may
have on ELLs’ academic achievement as a result of the CR Part 154 regulations
implementation in recent years, specifically. This study demonstrated that there was no
statistically significant difference in students’ NYS English Regents scores in regard to
the instructional model in which students were assigned or teacher expertise, as measured
by teacher certification area. However, it was apparent that the teacher participants in this
study shared similar perspectives and philosophies around curriculum and instructional
delivery, language support implementation, teacher-student relationships, and
professional collaboration. The concept of teacher expertise was a critical component
considered in this study, and while co-teaching teams definitely touted their ability to
bring their unique skill sets together from the content-area and language support
perspectives in a manner that is beneficial to their shared students, dual-certified teachers
were also able to develop these specific skills successfully through their shared, selfdriven and district-provided collaborative and professional learning experiences.
Ultimately, these teacher participants shared their strong desire to grow their individual
teaching expertise and instructional repertoire in order to best support their ELL students’
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quest for academic success. They demonstrated true care and concern about helping the
students in their charge, even after they were no longer the student’s teacher of record.
Their collective perspective about their students’ backgrounds and experiences was one
of helping students view their language and individual challenges as assets, not deficits.
Teachers’ collective questions were: “How can we make it better for our students?” and
“How can we do better by them?” This study drives to the forefront the dynamic nature
of teaching and learning. Teaching expertise is driven by a desire to continually grow
one’s professional knowledge and skills. Student motivation is driven by a sense of selfefficacy that is fostered and bolstered in the teacher-student relationship. And academic
rigor is possible with all students if they are presented with the appropriate scaffolds and
differentiation.
Next to any other student sub-group, ELL students come to our schools with some
of the greatest needs and challenges (i.e., social-emotional trauma, interrupted formal
learning, illiteracy in the native language, family responsibilities, work responsibilities,
etc.), yet state policies do not give schools or teachers the flexibility they need to address
these appropriately. It is not enough to hold ELLs to the same academic expectations as
their general education peers without ascertaining how best to support these needs in a
manner that is equitable, particularly for secondary students, for whom time is of the
essence in meeting state graduation requirements. Therefore, there should be some
consideration given to providing ELLs with alternative pathways so that there is greater
focus on students’ growth in learning and language development and not necessarily on
passing a state Regents exam. A shift in this direction would allow ELLs who have not
necessarily met English language proficiency to earn their high school diploma so that
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they have the opportunity to either continue their education or pursue a profession with
greater flexibility and hope for a productive future. In addition, research-based evidence
should provide the foundation of schools’ decisions about how to best serve these
students, and the state accountability system should provide flexibility to schools so that
districts’ accountability measures are not tied solely to assessment scores. ELLs’
academic, social-emotional, and linguistic needs are complex and unique to each student.
Therefore, professional learning opportunities should be provided regularly to all
members of the school community in order to foster collaboration around how best to
support ELLs in their learning experiences. School administrators, teachers, and
counselors must identify these needs for each of their students and reflect on the support
systems that are available and those that need to be established in order to answer the
question, “How can we do better by this student?” Ultimately, as we empower each
student to find their voice and to define their individual vision of success, we strengthen
our community and our nation. By allowing these students to fall away from their
education unsuccessfully, we do a disservice not only to them but also to ourselves.
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sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any review, use, distribution or disclosure
by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient (or authorized
to receive for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply email and delete
all copies of this message.
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Appendix B
Informed Consent Letter

Informed Consent Form to Participate in Case Study Portion of Research Study
St. John’s University IRB number: IRB-FY2020-382
Principal Contact: Stephanie L. Weeks
Telephone Number: 631-374-6959
Introduction:
You are invited to participate in a dissertation study under the direction of Dr. Annunziato,
Professor of Educational Leadership at St. John’s University. Taking part in this research is
voluntary.
Rationale for the Research Study:
The purpose of this study will be to identify to what extent ELL student learning and
achievement are affected by a co-taught model or a dual-certified teaching model in Secondary
English Language Arts. While much research has focused on co-teaching in Special Education
student populations, the research to support the impacts this model may have on ELL student
learning is limited. This will be a mixed methods exploratory case study, meaning data will be
collected through both quantitative and qualitative means. Quantitatively, 11th grade English/
ENL Emerging/Transitioning students scores on the June 2018 and June 2019 English Regents
exams will be comparatively analyzed between co-taught and dual-certified taught categories to
identify whether or not there is any significant difference in student achievement on this New
York State assessment. In addition, qualitative data will be collected through teacher interviews
in order to explore teachers’ experiences and insights about students’ performance in working
with Secondary ENL students in the English content area based on the co-taught and dualcertified taught models. A total of 8 Brentwood high school English/ENL teachers have been
identified for an invitation to participate in this study.
English Regents data will be directly exported into SPSS to be analyzed comparatively
between co-taught and dual-certified taught models. Teacher interview questions will be
grouped according to their background certification and teaching experience; their perceptions
of the co-taught or dual-certified taught models of instruction; and their perceptions of student
motivation, engagement and achievement in their classroom. The data will be collected through
recordings and notetaking and analyzed through NVIVO. All interview and Regents score data
collected and utilized will be destroyed upon the completion of this study.
The examination of the factors contributing to ENL student learning and achievement
through the lens of these two instructional models can serve as a resource to assist building and
district decision-making regarding allocation of resources, professional development, course
scheduling and goal-setting.
What is involved in this study?
If you choose to participate in this study, you will be asked to:
• Participate in one, 45-minute interview via a password secured Zoom meeting.
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•
•

Have interview audio recorded on a password protected iPad and iPhone 6s.
Review transcriptions to ensure accuracy and approve commentary.

What are the risks involved in participating in this study?
There are no physical risks associated with this study. Every effort will be made to ensure strict
confidentiality and your name, school district, or personal information will not be revealed in
the study. You may refuse to answer any of the questions that make you uncomfortable, for any
reason. Additionally, you may take a break at any time and stop your participation.
Are there any benefits to participating in the study?
The potential benefit of participating is the contribution you will make to the field of ENL
education as a result of the data collected and utilized in the study.
Will I receive payment for being in the study?
You will not be paid for participating in the study.
How will my privacy be protected?
Confidentiality will be protected in a variety of ways. The first of which will be the use of
fictitious names. You will be given an opportunity to review the researcher’s notes and
transcripts of the interview for accuracy, as well as have information deleted if you choose.
Audio recordings will be completed using a password protected iPad and iPhone 6S.
Transcriptions will be secured on a password protected computer and hard copies will be
secured in a locked filing cabinet and made available only to the interviewee, researcher, and
dissertation committee. Upon completion and final approval of the research project by the
dissertation committee, the transcripts will be destroyed and the electronic versions and audio
recordings will be deleted. If results of this research study are reported in journals, etc., the
participants will not be named or identified in any manner. In addition, although your students’
June 2018 and June 2019 English Regents scores will be provided to the researcher for data
analysis and will be grouped by the Course and Section #’s you have taught during both years,
students’ names and ID #’s will have been stripped from the data report and assigned a random
code prior to the researcher’s receipt of these so that student identities remain protected. In
addition, Regents data will be analyzed only for the instructional model in which students
participated, and the teaching certification voluntary participants hold. Any analysis of this data
will not be reported, shared or publicized in a manner that would compromise your privacy as a
study participant. Regents data files will also be destroyed upon completion of this study.
*Please keep a copy of this document future review.
If you agree to participate in this study, please sign below:
Documentation of Informed Consent
I understand the information printed on this form. I have discussed this study, its risks and
potential benefits. My questions so far have been answered. My signature below indicates my
willingness to participate in this study and my understanding that I can withdraw at any time.
____________________________________
Subject’s Name (printed) and Signature
_______________________________________
Name (printed) and Signature of Person Obtaining Consent
____________________________________________
Signature of Mentor
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_________________
Date
__________________
Date
___________________
Date

Appendix C
Interview Protocols
Interview Protocols & Questions:

The following questions will be utilized to guide the research of the study:
1. What are the perceptions of co-teachers and dual certified teachers about each
of these models in regard to the efficacy of each on ELL learning?
2. In what ways does teacher content area expertise impact learning in an
ENL/ELA setting, given the nature of the cultural and language needs of ELL
students and the demands of the Common Core/Next Generation State Standards
for English Language Arts?
3. To what extent does a co-taught instructional model impact ELL student
learning in a high school English Language Arts content area class as compared to
a dually-certified taught approach?
A qualitative study will explore teachers’ perceptions of the efficacy of each of
these models (co-taught and dual-certified taught) based upon their firsthand experiences
via one-on-one interviews. The qualitative portion of the study will utilize face-to-face
teacher interviews. Teacher interview questions will center on their background
experience and training as a teacher of ELLs, their observations of student
growth/participation/achievement/risk-taking in their classroom, and their personal
philosophy about the model they teach, among others. Some examples of questions may
be:
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➢ How long have you been teaching ENL/ELA in this district, and could you
describe your professional background and training as it relates to teaching this
class?
➢ In your experience, what are the benefits and/or challenges of a co-taught/dualcertified approach to ENL/ELA instruction? (This question will be individualized
to the model the interviewee teaches.)
➢ What do you observe about your students’ growth in their learning and
willingness to take risks in this class?
➢ When working with students from both the English language support and ELA
content area perspectives, how would you describe your ability to assist and
support students in their learning based on your specific training and experience?
➢ Overall, how has this shift in our instructional approach because of CR Part 154
impacted student achievement in Secondary ELA based upon your observations?
➢ Do you believe that the level of preparation provided by the co-taught/dualcertified taught (depending on which they teach) is helping ELLs to be more
successful and/or better prepared for the English Regents exam? If so, how?
The interviews will be semi-structured, in that the questions will be pre-determined
and will allow for impromptu follow-up and clarifying questions. Each of the interviews
will be allotted 45 minutes and will take place via a password protected remote video
conference, to protect the interviewee’s privacy and confidentiality. All interviews will be
recorded using the researcher’s Apple iPad, which requires a pass code for access. While
completing the interview, the researcher will employ the use of an observation protocol to
record the time, place, and settings, as well as the activities and a reflection of the emerging
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themes. Upon completion of each interview, the researcher will complete field notes to
record personal insights or broad themes that emerged. After each interview, the researcher
will transcribe and code the data before the next interview takes place. This will allow the
participant to review the transcription and check for misinterpretations or information that
they might not want included in the research study.
Interviews will be audio recorded with participants’ permission. The responses
from these interviews will be coded via NVivo to identify common themes related to the
research questions of this study. Likewise, classroom observations will be audio recorded
utilizing the same iPad with participants’ permission, and also so that student images will
not be captured during the observation process. If permission to audio record the lesson is
not granted by the participant, the researcher will script the lesson in a Word document
for later NVivo coding of the qualitative data.
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